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Honeſt READ n, 


couth Epiſtle, which I queſtion not but 
you'll think the more ſo, it being only 
the Anſwerer's Preface tranſpos d. 


2 


* 
— 
N 7 


ESS 


BE it therefore known unto you all, 
that had the Anſwerer of Plain Deal- 


ing but told 15 his Name, I doubt not but I might have 


had the ſame Reaſou never to take Notice of his notable Per- 


formance, as he pretends to have. for delaying his Anſwer 


to Mr. O. above a Tear and a Day, viz. Becauſe the 


diſſenting Clergy might conceive a mean Opinion of him, and 


becauſe ſtronger Objeftions than what he has urg d as 
gains? Non conformity, have been examin'd and confuted 
over and again by diſſenting Divines of greateſt Note 
and Learning. 5 | | 


BUT in my Judgment, as the Caſe ſtands, theſe Res- 
ſons are not 2 to decline a publick Anſwer ; for, 
beſides that, ſo 


s 


AM about to preſent you with an un- 


ſo many honef? welkmeaning Church-men 
are daily vext to hear ſo many baſe diſcouraging Refletti- 
* : 


ous 


i 
1 
| 
| 
| 
A 


771 ˙² w 
ons caſt on their diſſenting Brethren (that agree with em 
in Religion and Loyalty) repeated with great Oftentation 
by this Author, and his Tory Adherents, and who, in 
all their Attacks upon us, ſhelter themſelves under the 


Wings of the Eſtabliſhment, and dare not handle an Ar- 
gument fairly in the open Field; but when foil'd, never 


have the Ingenuity to confeſs their Error, but immediate- 


ly flee behind their Batteries, and turn the Artillery of the 


State upon us. — 55 


T can't think this Anſwerer ſo deſpicable as to be ubolly 
overlook'd ; for how little ſoeyer he may appear in the 
Sight of judicious Perſons, he is doubtleſs the mos? cele- 
brated Champion, or Bully, of the Party in this Neigh- 


 bourhood ; for they wou d not have turn d out leſs thay a 


Champion to encounter a Champion, as the grave An- 


ſuerer merrily ſtiles Mr. O. 


IT'S true, his Oljections against the Difſenters were 


anſwer d long before he publiſh'd em; and ] can do little 
more than repeat, in others Words, what has been better 


expreſs'd by many others before me; but tis to be feard 


the far greatest Part of Churchmen are not acquainted 


with thoſe excellent Diſcourſes, which, if they were, won a 


efficiently qualify *em ta diſcover Truth, aud diſtinguiſh | 


Argument Jrom Sophiſtry, 
NOTHING but an boneſt Zeal for Tiuth has promp- 


ted me to this Undertaking, I wiſh ſome Perſon better qua- 
 lifyd would have imploy'd their greater Leiſure and Abi. 


lities agains? this active Adverſary of the Reformation, 
which if it ſhould happen to ſuffer in its Reputation, thra' 
the Weakneſs of its Advocate, tis their Fault, who being 
more capable have diſdained to enter the Liſts with ſuch 
an obſcure ignovle Antagonist, who dare not ſhew his Face, 
ho back d by the Poſlg. 5 | 


5 i don't | 


The PREFACE. E 


I don't think my ſelf concern d here to take the leaf} 
Notice of thoſe inſolent and moroſe Airs he gives himſelf, | 
dehign'd to blow up the Flame of Uncharitableneſs in his 

Readers, nor of thoſe little, mean, dirty Reflections, which 
be rudely, and without Reaſon caſts on Mr. O. as the a- 
ſual Embelliſhments of his Argument. ö 


I hane a reaſonable Reques# to. make to the Anſwerer 
(who diſcovers himſelf to 9 a Parſon, but how digniſy d 
or diſtinguiſh'd I wot not) in behalf of his Readers, that 

if he thinks fit to quarrel with this Book, he would 

come cloſe to the Argument, in the ſame Senſe as "tis 
propos d, and not ſtand at Bay fo much, or amuſe his 

Readers with falſe Gloſſes, Quibbles, and invidious Infi- 
nuations; for while he equivocates at the Rate he does, 
there will be no End of the Controverſy; If be performs 
this Reques?, I'll aſſure him hell do more than all the 

eminent Writers he ſo often fliugs at us. 9050 


WITH reſpect to the Government, I have this re- 
queſt to him, that fince Unity of Affection among Sub- 
jects is one main Support of it, he would promote Love 
and Charity among his divided Neighbours, and not en- 
deavour to make the Breach wider, by renewing the 
Charge of Schiſm on thoſe who are, not only faithful to 
the Government, but have been always ready to joyn with 
the Church againſt her real Enemies: He ſhould at 
leaſt defer that provoking Charge at this Time a- Day, 
when there is ſuch an unnatural Divifion among thoſe of 
her own Communion ; and the Diſeaſe ſo far gone, that 
it's already come to the Amputation of Members, not a 


Few.-- 


A great many of the Anſwerer's Objectiůons were fully 
' accounted for before in the Vindication of P. D. there- 
fore as I ſee Occafion, I refer the Reader to it: There 


_ 


iy The Paxprracr. 
z great Reaſon to conclude; the Anſwerer defend 10 
Hepeſe on bis Reader, when to ſwel bis Book, he trumps 
fo many of theſe weak Objeſtious contain d in Plain 
ing, which were intirely confuted in the Vindicati- 
on; which Vindication ener fell in bis way, than he 
wes diſpes d to take Notice of. * 


TO fupply the defect, of this ſhort Reply, I refer 
10 forme of the moſt eminent Writers for the Diſſenters ; 
where the Arguments ef our Adverſaries are more largely 
eoufuted, and the Duty of Nonconformity fully prov'd. 
Since this Clergyman has expreſs d fo much Contempt 
of Ordination, with the Laying on of the Hands 
of the Presbytery, as if ſuch who are ſo ordain d were 
zo Miniſters (which is the Caſe of the Reformed Churches 
a well as ours) it would be au Honour for him to 
 eonfutte thoſe learned Nivines of his ou Church, 
who have. qwn'd Biſbop and Presbyter to be one and 
the ſame Officer in the New Teflament ; aud that not 
fo much as the Shadow of a Dioceſan is to be found 
in that ouly infallible Rule of Faith, ' Doftrine, Diſci- 
pline and Worſhip; this would be much more for 
his Reputation, than to. muſter up ſorry trifling Ob- 
jefFions, without taking the leaſt Notice of thoſe pub- 
lick Anſwers that have been made to em, and ſcarcely 
of that which he acknowledges fell in his way. 


LET bim try his Skil! with Eleutherii Apo- 
logia, Jameſon's Cyprianus Iſotimus, Pierce's Vin- 
diciæ, Dido Clavii altere Damaſcnum, Smectym- 


nuus, Roberti Parkeri - Politica Eccleſiaſtica, Cc. 


Or if he pleaſe, let him confute, Ytillingfieet's Ire- 
nicum, and hell do more than the learned Dodtor 
himſelf could perform. , 


AS 


The PREFAc k. rv 


AS wv the London Caſes, many of em have been 
anſwer d already by Dr. Collings, Mr. N. Taylor, 
Mr. James Pierce; and as to the veſt, TI engage they 
Hall be anſier d aud cunfuted too, if bell ſecure to 1s 
the Privilege of ſpeaking Truth, without being puniſ'd 


for it. And fo farewel. 
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CH 2 
N 8 introductory to my Remarks on the Pamiph⸗ 
let before me, I beg leave to review che 
Treatment Plain Dealing has mer witll in che 


World, fince its firſt Appearance.  * 
MD UPON the Publication of that juſt and mos 
— derate Defence of the Diſſenters Separation 


from the C--h, it was made uſe of in ſome Pla- 


| &s td increaſe the Cry of the Ch---h's Danger, and entourage 


the Mob to an uncomthon Inſolente: The Zeal of the Party on 
that Head expired at length in a Pamphlet, entitled, Plain Deal- 
ing prov d to be Plain Lying: That being fully confuted and ex- 

d for its Weakneſs and Scurrility, out comes a ſecond Am 


ſwet, which treats the Plain Dealer and his Performance ſome- 


what more handſomly than the former, as if the Anſwerer had 


been ſenſible that Calumny and Detraction had been too much 


blunted of late, by frequent Service, to be of any conſiderable” 
r e e 
THE Treatiſe before me ſeems to be writ with the appedts' 


ande of ſhadow of Reaſon at leaſt, and therefore ir may nor bs 
improper to examine what new and mighty Diſcoveries this 


freſh Attack upon Plain Dealing may afford us; and ſince the un- 


known Author pretends to perſonate a Gentleman, Scholar and 
Chriſtian, I'll converſe with him as. ſuch, while he acts that᷑ 


Part, tho, ar the ſame Time, I mean not ro complement him 
with the Truth, or overlook any Eruptions unbecoming the 


Character he aſpires at. 


' THE firſt Thing urged by the Reverend Anſweter dgatnſt' 


Plain Dealing, is an Objection formerly us d and fully anſwers 
ed in the Vindication ? And if this Gentleman can't compre- 
hend (as he fays) how the Presbyterians can have ſo mutt 
Charity, as to think any beſides ao ſound in the Etſens 
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tials of Religion, Circumſtances, and Acts of Worſhip too, as 
far as they are agreeable ro the Word of God, I can't help 
that; I am ſure if he cannot, or rather will not apprehend it, 
it's no Argument at all to the contrary. 9 
AS to the Parſon's Demand of a poſitive Proof, that the 
Ch---h of E---d enjoyns any Thing diſagreeable to the Word of 
God, it's unreaſonable, when he knows there are ſevere Penal- 


ties againſt any who ſhall but aſſert ſuch a Poſition, much more 


if he prove it: Thus Mr. De Laune for accepting ſuch a Chal- 
lenge from Dr. Benjamin Calamy, was committed to Newgate, 
where, after barbarous Treatment, he dyed. The Modeſty 
and Temper with which Mr. O. vindicated his Friends from 
the Charge of Schiſm, could not, it ſeems, skreen him from 
the Rage of his Enemies, who ſummon d in the Civil Power 
to their Aſſiſtance, as the ſhorteſt Way to cruſh him and his 
Argument; ſo that its very ungenerous in the Anſwerer to pro- 
voke Mr. O. or any one elſe to offer ſuch Arguments as he 
knows the Peace is {worn againſ. 5 e 
IHE next Objection is founded on a wreſting of that Paſſage 
in Plain Dealing which the Parſon refers ro: Mr. O. in thar 
Place, takes notice by way of Preliminary, that according to 
the vulgar Notion of Separation and Schiſm, being one and the 
ſame Thing, ſuch who never were Members of a C -h can't 
be ſaid to ſeparate from it, and therefore cannot be Schiſma- 
ticks in the vulgar Acceptation of the Word; Becauſe, ſays the 
Plain Dealer, p. 8. in the common Acceptation, Schiſm. and Sepa- 
ration-are univocal and {ynonimous Terms. | W 
SINCE the Anſwerer then has miſtaken the Meaning of this 
Quotation, his Similitude is of no Conſequence, and therefore, 
I think, does nor deſerve a Remark : However, I agree with 
the Gentleman Anſwerer, Thar if the firſt Separation be un- 
lawful, all who continue in it are involv'd in the fame Guilr z 
bur that this is not the Caſe of the Diſſenters will ſoon ap- 
r. 3 
WE come now to the Parſon's Remarks on the ſeveral Argu- 
ments, whereby Plain Dealing juſtifies the Separation of Or- 
thodox Diſſenters from the Eſtabliſh'd C- -h, not to be Schiſ- 
marical. 5 2 
THAT the Reader may better apprehend the Connexion of 
bat follows, it may not be amiſs to lay before him the Scheme 
of Argument in Plain Dealing, which the Anſwerer endeavours 
to overthrow. The Chain of Argument in Plain Dealing lies 
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- I. SEPARATION is in it Gl ware lawful, when Terms 


1 by Scripture are rigorouſiy impoſed. 


THIS is explain d by the following Propoſitions. 
1. IF ſuch Impoſitions (or impoſed Terms) be falſe and fin- 


ful. 


2. IE, after due and juſt Enquiry, they are doubtful. 

3. IF they be only indifferent, yet a rigorous Impoſition of 
em is not allowable, or to be comply d with in all Caſes. 

THESE Propoſitions are exemplify d and proved by ſeveral 
particular Heads under each. | 
II. SEPARATION is lawful in a policical Senſe, when al. 
lowed by the Government. 

NOW let us ſee how the Parſon acquits himſelf in his At- 


tempt to overthrow theſe Arguments. 


THE firſt main Argument in Plain Dealing as quoted by the 


Anſwerer, p. 3. of his Book, runs thus: 


1. THOSE who were once Members of a true Church, my 
lawfully ſeparate from her, when ſhe impoſes unwarrantable 
Terms of Communion. 

THE Anſwerer replies to this firſt by Defining of a Term 
of Communion, viz. That it is ſomething to be profeſs'd or per- 
form'd by any Perſon, as a Condition of his being admitted to Com- 
munion, which if he refuſes, he ſhall not be allow'd to jom m the 
publick Offices of Religion, with the Members of a Church that im- 
poſes it with ſo much Rigour. 

- THIS Definition, ſuch as it is, we agree to, if by Offices of 


| Religion, he, mean all rhe Ordinances of the Goſpel, and Pri- 


vileges of Communion in ſuch a Church ; for a Perſon may 
joyn in many publick Offices of Religion with a Church, and 
yer nor enjoy the Privileges of Church-Memberthip in ſuch 


a Church. But all this is nothing to the Purpoſe. 


THE Parſon, in the next Place, tells us, he can't 8 
what the Plain Dealer means by unwarrantable Terms; tho, 
by the three Propoſitions explanatory of Mr. O's main Argu- 
ment, it's evident to every common Reader, that by unwar- 
rantable Terms he underſtands ſinful, doubtful, and indifferent 
Terms, when rigorouſly impoſed. 

J am nor of this Gentleman's Opinion, when he ſays, That 


tho' the Governours of the Church ſhou'd enjoyn Things frivo- 


lous and unedifying ro be comply d with, as Terms of Com- 
munion, Tet a Member of a true Church ought not to depart from 
her Communion on ſuch an Account only, p. 3. For a Perſon may 
leave one true particular Church, and joyn himſelf to another 


parucular rrue, bur more pure C---b, without making any 
B 2 Breach 
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Breach in the Unity of the Catholick Church, or diſturbing * 


++ 9M 


the Peace of even that particular C----h, while Chriſtian Cha. 


rity is maintain'd ; and no longer than Charity is cultivated, 

can Unity and Peace be maintain d among Members af the 

ſame Church. Hy GER 
Mr. O. proceeds, | 

1. NO ſinful or falſe Impoſitions of any Church ought to 

be comply'd with. | 

THE Anſwerer agrees to this expreſly, That if the Terms of 


Communion any Church impoſes upon its Members can be prov'd in 
#bemſelves unlawful (or after diligent and impartial Enquiry appear 


to any one to be fo) a Nonconformity to ſuch, Terms is a Duty, and 


conſequently a Separation from ſuch a Church juſtifiable, p. 3, 4. 
of rhe Anſwer. 


THIS is a Conceſſion we heartily thank him for, and hope 


bell no more cenſure our Nonconformity for Schiſm, fince 


ve ſincerely and ſolemnly declare, that if the Terms of Com- 
munion appear'd innocent ro us, we wou'd immediately Con- 
form. 98 + | 
THE Parſon acknowledges farther, That when a C---h obliges 
its Members to prefer Humane Inventions to Divine Inſtitutions, 


#hoſe Impoſitions are ſinful, and we may lawfully refuſe Complyance 


#herewith, p. 4. | | | = | 
B 0 T H＋ the Parſon's Conceſſions put together, if form'd into 


an Argument, amount to this; viz. Separation is juſtifyable 


from every Church that's guilty of ſinful Impoſition: 


Every C---h that obliges its Members to prefer Humane 


Inventions to Divine Inſtitutions, is guilty of fiaful Impoſi- 

tions: 
Therefore Separation is juſtifyable from that C -h, that 

obliges her Members to prefer Humane Inventions to Divine 

Inſtitutions. | . | | | 

_ HOWEVER plain this Conceſſion is, yet he retracts it in his 

th Page, where he ſays, Tho' a Church ſhou'd, in ſome In- 


ſtances, prefer Humane Inventions to Divine Inſtitutions, yet, 


norwirhſtanding this, we ought nor to ſeparate from ſuch a 
Church, but ſhou d joyn in all lawful Acts of Communion with 


J. 8 | | 
THE Parſon's Retraction is founded on theſe rwo Suppoſiti- 
ons of his: Fir#, That the C---h of E. -A does not make the 
Conſent of her Members to ſuch Impoſitions, being preferable 
10 GOD's Commands, a Term or Condition of their Commu- 
nicating with her, 3.4... Secondly, Thar Chriſt lived in con- 
ſtant Communion with the Few;ſh Church, tho, in ſome In- 
| Tu. ance, 


3 


ſtance, it prefer d Humane Inventions to Divine Inſtitutions- 


N AS to the firſt, it has been already proved beyond diſpute 
in Plain Dealing, and its Vindication, that Humane Inventions 


% 


are practically prefer'd ro ſome Divine Inſtitutions, in a certain 


C---h, who will not adminiſter the latter publickly without the 
former; and, by neceſſary Conſequence, it's as certain that 
the Members of that C. -h cannot obtain thoſe publick Ordi- 
nances without practically conſenting to thoſe Impoſitions: Such 
as the Croſs and Sureries in publick Baptiſm, &c. So that, Ithink, 
the Plain Dealer proved enough, ſince by natural Conſequence 
from what he had proved, it neceſſarily follows, that a certain 


Ch makes the practical Conſent of her Members to ſome 


Impoſitions being preferable to Divine Inſtitution, a Term or 
Condition of Communion. | 

AS to the ſecond, viz. Thar Chriſt lived in conſtant Com- 
munion with the Fewiſþ Church, it's a great Miſtake; for we 


find him preaching nor only in the Temple and Synagogue, 


but alſo in private Houſes, on Mountains, in the Wilderneſs, 
and from a Ship; ſo that Chriſt's Conformity was only occa- 
fional, and not eonſtant, as the Anſwerer affirms, contrary to 
the Tenor of the four Evangeliſts; therefore the Conſequence 
drawn from Chriſt's conſtant Conformity cannot be good. 
THE Example adduct by the Parſon of Humane Inventions; 
being prefer'd in the Church of Rome to Divine Inſtitutions, 


| (viz. Fornication being prefer d ro Marriage in the Clergy) 


does not at all quadrate with that kind of Preference Mr. O. 
inſiſts on, neither is the C----h of E----d charg'd with ſuch a 
kind of Preference. The Parſon ought rather to have inſtanc'd 
in the Papiſts preferring the Ordination of Baptiſm adulterated 
with the Humane Additions of Oil, Salt, Spittle, Croſs and 
Sureries, to the pure Ordinance, as appointed by GOD, with- 
out theſe Humane Appendages : Ir is in this Manner, that a 


certain C----h prefers Humane Inſtitutions ro Divine Ordinan- 


ces, in which publick Baptiſm muſt nor be had without the 


Croſs and Sureties. . . 
WE come now to examine the Author's Remarks on the ſe- 


veral Inftances Mr. O. mentions of Humane Inventions, being 
practically prefer d ro Divine Inſtitutions. . 8 


1. INSTANCE of this kind is, That publick, Baptiſm, the 


Inſtitution of GOD, is not to be obtain d without Godfathers and 


Godmothers, the Invention of Men, P. D. p. 10. EPL =O 
| THE Anſwerer ſays a great deal bur to little or no Purpoſe 
under this Head; he begins with quibling about publick and 
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private 1 but the Diſpute is not whether of theſe be 
moſt the Command of God, but whether publick Baptiſm be 
the Command of God or not; this he does not deny, and there- 
fore the firſt Part of the Poſition ſtands good, viz. that publick 
Baptiſm is the Inſtitution of God: The latter Part of the Poſi- 
tion, iz. that this Ordinance is not to be had without Godfa- 
thers and Godmothers, he cannot deny, neither does offer any 
thing to diſprove it; ſo that he fairly grants, that in a certain 
Ch publick Baptiſm the Inſtitution of God, is not to be had 
without Godfathers and Godmothers the Inventions of Men. 
_ FRUE, ſays the Parſon, bur this is no more a Preferring of 
Humane Inventions to Divine Inſtitutions, than a Diſſenting 
Teacher's reſolving to preach in a black Gown, or from the 
Pulpir, is a preferring thoſe Inventions,the Gown and Pulpu, to 
Preaching, a Divine Inſtitution. _ 2 5 
I readily grant, that ſhon'd the Diſſenting Miniſter's Reſolu- 
tion be as obſtinate and free from Exception as the Canon, 
he. wou'd be inexcuſable; bur, and were it fo, yet the Exam- 
le is by no means parallel to the Inſtance mentioned by Mr. O. 
For Godfathers and Godmorhers in the Room of a Parent are 
more proper Subjects of Scruple than the Formality of a conve- 


nient Garb or Place. 


As to what the Parſon farther urges of the Opinion of the 
C. gh concerning the Neceflity of the Croſs and Sureties, the 
Reader may conſult, Vind. P. D. p. 4, . eng? 
IE grave Anſwerer is put to a very poor Shift about Dedi- 
cation; but I appeal to his own Conſcience, and every other 
Man who has a Conſcience and underſtands the Canon, whe- 
ther the Godfathers and Godmothers are not the only Dedica- 
tors of the Child in the Senſe of the Canon; I cannot therefore 
but pity the Weakneſs of the Parſon's Argument, when he is 


xeduc'd to the Necetfiry of Inventing ſo groſly as he does, 


when he infinuates that Parents may promiſe together with the 


Godfathers, tho not as a Godfather; for there is no manner of 


Room for ſuch an Innuendq: Indeed the Parſon ſeems to ſu- 
ſpect it partly himſelf ; for he dare not ſay, the Canon allows 
Parents ro dedicate their own Children, or promiſe for them 
with the Sureties, but only tells us ſlily, he does not ſee the Canon 
forbids it, i. e. the Canon ſays nothing about it. But I think it 


does implicitly forbid the Parent to promiſe any how; for the 


Canon ifies who is to be the Dedicators or Anſwerers for 
the Child, and expreſly tells us that the Parent ſhall not be A 
mitted to anſwer, no, not as a Godfather for his own Child, 


vid. Can. 29. ſo that Plain Dealing ſays the plain Truth, when 
85 | It 
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1 tells us, chat by the Canon Parents are not allowed to dedi- 


cate their own Children in publick Bapriſm, or promiſe for 


their pious Education EY 9-3 

I can't but think rhe Parſon is in jeſt when he adviſes 
the Diſſenters to try whether the Pariſh Miniſter will nor let 
em promiſe with the Sureties for their own Children; I am 
ſure if any Pariſh Prieſt ſhou'd do ſo, he muſt unavoidably 
break the Canon; for that Conſtitution of the C----h allows 
not rhe Godfathers or Godmorhers to make any Anſwer or Speech 
whatever, but what is preſcribed by the Book of Common Prayer, 
much leſs may Perſons, who in the Eye of rhe Canon are 

no ways concerned, uſe any other Form of Words; now there. 


is bur one Form of Promiſes, which is made to be uſed only 


by the Sureries, fo that the Parents have nothing ro ſay, nei- 
ther can by the Canon promiſe with Sureties, any more than 


without em: Thatrhis is the Senſe of the C---h, appears far- 


ther from the C---h Catechiſm, where Children are taught to 


ſay their Godfathers and Godmothers promiſed for em, and 


not their Parents. | 
Mr. O. had urged in Plain Dealing, that there were no Foot 


fteps of the Practice of Sureties in the New-Teſtament. True, ſays 
the Parſon, but it's not forbid: One wou'd think by his-repear- 


ed Anſwers of this Kind, that the old Engliſh Proverb, Silence 
gives Conſent, were an invariable Maxim with this Gentleman ; 
what's not forbidden muſt be our Duty according to his Way 
of Arguing ; bur were he ordered to preach every Day in rhe 


Week, becauſe it's no where forbidden but he might, he wou'd 


ſoon find our Arguments to diſprove it's being his Dury. © 
BUT Mr. O. confeſſes, fays the Parſon, p. 7. that humane In- 

ventions as far as they tend to the Benefit of the Church, oughr 

to be comply d with, eſpecially when enforced by the Civil Pow- 


er. But by the Parſon's Leave, Mr. O. ſays no ſuch Thing; 


but tells us it's an Objection of our Adverſaries, vid. P. D. p. 9. 
and in Anſwer to that Objection plainly aſſerts, that the Impo- 
ition even of theſe extraeſſential Things (tho! deſigned for the Good 
of the C---h) upon Perſons who are not rationally perſwaded of their 
Lawfulneſs is unjuſtifiable, e 
_ HERE the Parſon by this baſe and ungenerous Miſrepreſen- 
tation of Mr. O. entirely forfeirs the Character of a fair Anſwer- 
er; and what's more he comes off but poorly in his Improve- 
ment of this ſuppoſed Advantage. Well ſuppoſing then (cho 
not granted) that humane Inventions as far at they tend to the Good 
of the C---h ought to be comply d with, &c. What follows? Why 
fays the grave Anſwerer, This is the Caſe of Godfathers, for ze 


cane 


* 
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can't be den d that it is for the Good of the Church, to provide for the 
Pious Education of her Members, by obliging others to take Cure of 
em in Caſe of the Parents Deceaſe or Neglect, p. 7. Riſum teneatis 


Amici, as if the only Way to provide againſt ſuch a Caſualty, 
were ſo to order it that no Parent ſnould ever promiſe for his 
Child, or engage himſelf to take Care of it. 

THE Anſwerer farther pleads, that in Caſes of Neceſſity, Cler- 
gymen may Baptize without Sureties, if they cannot be procu- 
red: I reply that the Caſes of Neceſſity which he ſuppoſes to 
be excepted in other humane Laws, are not ſuppoſed in the 


Canon with Reſpect to Sureties; for the Canon allows Cler- 


men in that Caſe only Hobſon's Choice, either to Baprize 
publickly with Sureties, or to let it alone, and ſurely there 


can no Neceſſity intervene as to make both impracticable: 
They are ſuſpendable if they do it without Sureties and the 
Croſs, but run no Riſque by refuſing to do it where theſe are 
not conſented to. | e | 


2. THE next Inftance of humane Inventions being practical- 5 


Ty prefer d to Divine Inſtitutions, is, that the Lord's Supper, 
the Inſtitution of God, can't be received without Kneeling the 


Invention of Men. P. D. p. 10. It's not the Poſture, but the 


Impoſition of it on ſcrupulous Conſciences we blame, ſays 


% 

THIS the Parſon, underſtands ro be a Difliking of the 
Ceremony, only becauſe it's commanded by lawful Authority ; 
and to ridicule it, brings an impertinent Example of a Ser- 
vant's refuſing to Kneel ar Prayers, only becauſe his Maſter 
commands him to do ſo, p. 7. 1 

THAT this is not a fair Repreſentation of the Caſe will ap- 


pear, us | 33 WO 
— BECAUSE the Parſon takes ir for granted, that the 


Authority whereby this Ceremony of Kneeling is command- 
ed, is lawful ; whereas he can't but know that the Diſſenters 
deny it; and do nor allow any Church a Power of making and 


impoſing any Laws, Rights, or Ceremonies, as Terms of 


Communion, but what the New-Teſtamenr ſpecifies either ex- 
preſly or implicitly; and therefore they account that no law- 
ful Authority which he calls lawful ; ſo that it's no Peeviſnneſs 
in them to diſpure any religious penn, even the leaft, if 
commanded by what they apprehend to be unlawful Authority: 

(2.) THE Anſwerer makes no Allowance for ſcrupulous Con- 
ſciences, which Mr. O. expreſly mentions : Now ſuppoſe law- 
ful Authority ſuou d command the Parſon to do what he thought 
unlawful, does any Man think he would not diſpute the Com- 


5 l if he had any Conſcience; eh he would; for Ex- 
ample, if rhe Parſon had not the Gift of Conrinency, and his 
Biſhop (whom he thinks to be inveſted wich lawful Aurhoritys 
over the Clergy of his Dioceſs) ſhould as a Condition of his Ex- 
ercifing his Miniſterial Function, poſitively -corfimand him to 
abſtain from Matrimony, I have ſo much Charity for the Gen- 
rieman, as to believe the Command wou d be diſputed by him 
as unlawful. Here Celebac is in itſelf lawful, but rhe Impo- 
fing of it in the Caſe of Incontinency, and as a Condition of 
being allowed to do what is an indiſpenſible Duty, makes it 
unlawful to be comply d with as circumſtantiated. Thus Kneel- 
ing at the Sacrament, is generally accounted a Thing lawful in 
itſelf, yet when it comes to be impoſed, (upon ſome, who may 
think that Poſture contrary to the Intention of Chriſt) as a Con- 
dition of being allowed to perform a known Duty, vix. co- 

ming to the Lord's Supper, ir becomes in that Caſe a juſt Sub- 
ject of Scruple: So that a Poſture, which in irlelf may be 
thought law ful, may on the Account of ſuch an Impoſition on 

ſcrupulous Conſciences become blameable. And I muſt beg 
the Anſwerer's Leave again, to obſerve that his Example of a 
Servant's diſputing his Maſter's Command, only becauſe it was a 
Command, is impertinent and foreign to che Ka, 551 

PLAIN Dealing had aſſerted, p. 10. that Kneeling ar the 
Lord's Supper, was contrary to the Practice of Chriſt, his A. 
PR and the Primitive Church. To this rhe Parſon an- 

wers, 

1. BY Challenging Mr. 0. ro prove, that ever they received 12 
Sacrament in the common eating Poſture or any other _ what 
was Uſed in their Devotions, which was never firing, P. 7,8 . of. the | 
| Anſwer. 

I accept his Challenge, and ſhall 8 to prove both 
viz, Thar they received the Sacrament in the common eating 
Poſture, and that ſometimes they far at theit Devotions. 
.) CHRIST and his Apoſtles received the Sacrament in 
the common eating Poſture, and the Primitive Church never 
Kneeling, It's certain the Fews eat their common Meals fir- 
ting, Vid. Exod. 16. 3. Judges 19. 6. Prov. 23.1. Mat. 142 19. 
Mat. 26. 7. Luke 17.7. Its as 871 that the Fews eat their 
religious Feafts ſicting, Vid. Nebem. 8. 17. Exel, 44. 3. bur 
it's beyond Diſpute concerning the Back that Chriſt and 
his Apoſtles eat that religious Feaſt ſitting, each of the Four 
Evangeliſts witneſs this. Now the Lord's Supper being inſti- 
rwted by our Saviour (as moſt Chriſtians allow) as a religious 

* inſtead” of the * he and his Apoſtles being 


Jews, 


- we 9 
5 5 * | 
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took / the Sacrament Kneeling. 


een 


gemi chere's no room to doubt, but they eat chis religious 


Feaſt in the ſame Poſture as they, eat other religious Feaſts, viz. 
Sitring; I am ſure nothing appears to the contrary. L 


* 
\ 


IIS certain chat Kneeling at the Sacrament is contrary to the 


Practice ofthe Primitive Chriſtians; they were abſolutely forbid 


Kneeling on Sundays and between Eafter and Vit ſontide, in 
any of their Devotions. Thus Tertullian, Die Dominico jejuni- 


um nefur ducimus, vol fe geniculis adgrare: Eadem Immunitate a | 


die-paſche in pentecoſten uſque gaudemus. De Corona Milit. cap. 
III. p. 180. Frabeker CIO IO XC VII. Vid. p. 124 By the 
Goancil of Nice Kneeling. on Sundays is forbidden, Can. ult. 
This was reviv'd and explain'd in the Council of Conſtantinoplle 
in Trullo, towards the End of the VIIth Century, vid. Council 
Caran a. Hence it appears, chat the Poſition in Plain Dealing 
is certainly true, which aſſerts, chat Kneeling at the Sacrament 


4s contrary to the Practice of Chriſt, his Apoſtles, and the Pri- 
mitive Church, 1 e 


( 2.) FEWS and Chriſtians ſometimes far at their Devotions, 
wad, Judges 20 26. 2 Sam. 7. 18. David ſat and prayed. 1 Chron. 
17.16. Nehem. 1.4. 1 Ning, 15. 4, Elijah ſat and prayed, Exel. 
33.31. 1 Cor. 14. 30. James 2.3, 4. Whence it appears, 


that Sitting was not thought ſo irreverent, but it might con- 


fiſt with many de votional Acts, and very well with a religious 
IHS J have anſwer d the Parſon's Challenge; whether ſa- 
tisfactory or nor, I refer to the Reader's Judgment, and there- 


fore retort the Challenge on him, and demand he would prove 


chat either Chriſt, his Apoſtles, or the Primitive Church ever 


— 


2. THE Parſon acknowledges Chriſt and his Apoſtles eat ho 


_ Paſſover in the common eating Paſture, and that the Scripture 


mentions no Change of Poſture upon the Inſtitution of the 
Lord's Supper, which concluded that Feaſt, . viz. the Paſſover; 
bur will nor allow we ſhou'd therefore. infer there was no 
Change. Bur, I think, it's a much more natural Inference, 


that there was no Change of Poſture, becauſe the ſacred Hiſto= 
rians mention none, than from theuce to conclude there was 
a Change. | I | : 


ONE of the Evangeliſts tells us expreſly, that as they did eat 
(whe Paſſover) Feſus.trok, Bread and bleſſed, &c. Mark 14. 22. i. e. 

while the Apoſtles were eating rhe Paſſover, which was in the 
common eathhg Poſture (as thesPatſon is obliged to confeſs) 
the ſacramental Bread and Wine was deliver'd to them: 80 
chat ſince none of the Evangeliſts mention any. Change oe Po- 
4 N WW ure, 
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ſture, and St. Mark tells us in effect, that as they eat the 'Vaſ- 
| ſover, ſo they took the Sacrament, it's very reaſonable to cots 
clude there was no Change. | "% 
3. THE Parſon advances againſt Sitting a the Serra, 
what is ſtill more abſurd, viz. That rho' Chriſt and his Apo⸗ 
Rles received the Sacrament in a: Table-Poſture, yet it's _ 
neceſſary nor fitting for us ro follow their Example, Anſ. p. 
This is ſtrange Doctrine indeed from a Clergyman of a — 
formed Church; bur let us hear his Reaſons. "I's not neceſſary 
(fays rhe Parſon) becauſe it's not commanded. - Very good, how 
came you then to make Kneeling neceſſary, for which we have 
neither Command nor Example. Ay, but is not fitting (fays 
the Anſwerer) becauſe Chriſt is in a State of Exaltation. But 
he ſhou'd have confider'd that the Lord's Supper was not de- 
ſign'd ro commemorate his State of Exaltarion, bur Humiliati- 
on, particularly his Death, and therefore it's highly fitting we 
mould receive as the Apoſtles were taught to receive it by 


Christ's Example, whom they could not but know to be God 


as well as we. Nay, more, ir ſeems as if Chriſt, after his Re- 
ſurrection, while yet on Earth, deliver it to ſome of his Diſ⸗ 
| ciples firring ; ſo ſome underſtand that of Lake 24. 30. 

34 INSTANCE of Humane Inventions being practically 
prefer d to Divine Inſtitutions, is, That if we wou'd be rec- 
kon d true Members of the Ch-—h, we muſt conform ro all the 
Peculiarities of unſcriptural Forms, P. D. p. 10. | 

BY unſcriptural Forms, the Anſwerer apprehends nothing 
can be ſo properly meant as Forms of Prayer; tho all rhe Pe. 
culiariries of a certain Ch---h, not to be found in che Word of 
God, or deducible from it, and yet as rigorouſly impoſed as if 
of Divine Original, may very well be included. 
As to the Forms of Prayer the Parſon mentions, and rhoſe 


. uſed by the Jews, they are nothing to his Purpoſe, for they 


were inſpired Forms, and ſuch no Diſſenter is againſt ; bur 
: pray does it follow, that becauſe the Fews uled ſome inſpired 
orms, therefore any Church may compoſe Humane Forms, 
and impoſe ſuch an uninſpired Liturgy, with the invariable 
Uſe of ir, as a neceſſary Term of Communion ? If this be the 
beſt Defence he can make of Humane Impoſitions, Iſhall never 
envy the Succeſs of his Arguments. 
4th INSTANCE of Humane Inventions being practically 
prefer d ro Divine Inſtitutions, is, Miniſters being depri ved of 
their inherent Power of Government; and the ſame being de- 
volved on Lay-Chancellors, with an Impoſition of being ſub- 
mitted to upon pain of Excommunication, P. D. p. 11. . 
C 2 THE 
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THE Reverend Anſwerer tells us in the firſt Place, Ir's 4 


falſe Suppoſition, that the Ch---h deprives Miniſters of the inherent 


Power of Government, Anſ. p. 9. To 
+ WELL -faid in Verbo $acerdetjs, but I think its evident be- 


yond Denial, that tbe Power of Ch--+h Government is given 
to Presbyters in the New Teſtament, and that they are not al- 
low d to exerciſe it in the Ch---h of E---d. As to the former, 


Lrefer the Reader for poſitive Proof of it to Mr. O's Book of 
Ordination; and as to the latter, it's roo notorious to need 
Proof, that Lay-Chancellors exerciſe the main Parts of Ch---h 
Government. The Parſon may alſo remember that Dr. Atter- 
bury, then a Member of rhe lower Houſe of Convocation, with 
many others, inſiſted warmly on rhe Reſtoration of governing 
Power to Presbyters, which was deny'd. „ 

THE Parſon in the next Place owns, their Ch--h to be defective 
in Diſcipline, but will not allow that ſufficient to excuſe a Se pars 
tion, becauſe (ſays he) no Church upon Earth is perfet, Anſw. 


"ut anſwer, thar by Separation no Man propoſes to himſelf to 


find a Church without Faults, bur by quitting one to joyn 
himſelf to another, that in his Apprehenſion has fewer Faults ; 


and tho“ this Particular of defective Diſcipline, rigorouſly im- 
poſed, may juſtify a Separation, yet Plain Dealing ſeems not 
to lay the whole Streſs of modern Nonconformity upon this or 
that particular Argument, but upon all of em collectively. 

J cannot be of the Author's Mind, That Lay-Chancellors are 
as allowable as Lay-Elders; for Lay-Chancellors exerciſe more 
governing Power than thoſe who ſhou'd be rhe Governors of 

x ie Church are allow d to do, bur Lay-Elders do not fo. 

OF all Men, a Divine of the Ch. h of E. -d ſhou d not re- 
proach the reform d Churches with Lay-EIders; for what are 
his Church-Wardens but a ſort of Lay-Elders, whoſe Office, 


according to Canon 113, is to take care for the ſuppreſſing of Sin | 


aud N ichedneſs as much as in them lies, by Admonition, Repreben- 
ſion, &c. and to preſent diſorderly Walkers. Nay, farther, when 


parochial Miniſters ſuſpend a prophane Perſon, he can do no 


more than preſent to the Biſhop's Court (according to the Ca- 
non) and there uſually another Lay-Elder, called Lay-Chancellor, 
allumes a miniſterial Power of decreeing and paſſing Ch---h 


Cenſures: Now deſire this learned Gentleman wou'd inform 


us by what Authority theſe Lay-Elders, in the Biſnop's Court, 
take upon them the judicial Exerciſe of the Church's Diſci- 
pline? I do aflure him, that the New Teſtament and pure An- 
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riquiry are perfect Strangers ro. ſuch an Officer ay a' Layz' 
Chancellor. Lai: . 13-46 
ALL Diſſenters however haves nor Lay-Elders, 404 thoſe who 
have em, don't make Lay-Chancellors of em, i. e. ſole Judges, 
but the Miniſters Sideſmen or Aſſiſtants, of which Kind mention 


is made in the Acts of the Purgation of Ceciliun and Felix, 
where we read of Biſhops, Presbyrers, Deacons,” and Elders. 
Hilary, the Roman Deacon, ſpeaks of Elders, without whoſe 


Advice nothing was done in the Church: I know nor (ſaith he) 
by what Negligence they were laid afide, unleſs perhaps by 
the Pride and Contention of thoſe who were willing ro aſſume 


all Power ro themſelves, Comment. in 1 Tim. 5+ Vid. mann 


Imper. Cap. XI. 366 ad finem Capitis. 
IN anſwer to the Parſon's laſt Remark mah his Head, F 


bbſerre, that Dilſenrers don't ſeparate from the Ch---h for fear 


they ſhou'd be puniſh'd, if they fnou d commit grievous Crimes, 
as he wou'd inſinuate; bur they ſeparate chat they may avoid 
committing what they apprehend wou d be grievous Crimes; 
neither does their Separation exempt them from the Severities 
of the Biſhop's Court, ſhou'd they commit N puniſhable 
by that Court. 

THE next Fault the 3 ends ich Mr. 0. is, his ſay⸗ 
ing, The People invade the miniſterial Office, by reading half 
the Pſalms, Hymns and Prayers, and being the only Petitioners 
in the Litany, P. D. p. 11. To this the Parſon anſwers, That 


the People may read the Pſalms as well as fing them in Meter, and 


that Reſponding in the Service # warranted by Scripture, p. 9. but 


proves neither; it's much the ſame Anſwer the Curate made 


before, and ſince nothing more to the Purpoſe is advanc'd here, 
refer the Reader to the Vindication of Plain Dealing, p. 7. 
where both Parts of the Parſon's Anſwer are fully confured, 
and the New Teſtament Authority, for Reſponding eſpecially, 
(ter no other will do) entirely diſprov d. 
5th INSTANCE of Humane Inventions being practically 
prefer d ro Divine Inſtitutions, is, when a C---h, inſtead of ſuch 
Officers, as the Holy Ghoſt has inſtirured, appoints a different 
and falſe Species of Miniſters, and impoſes them on che Lairy 
on pretence of a ure Divino Right, P. D. p. 111. 
HE inſtances, ſays the Anſwerer, in Biſliops, as diſtinct from 


and ſuperior ro Presbyters and Deacons, Anſ. p. 10, --- I deſire 


the Reader wou d conſult Plain Dealing, p. 11, 12. where he'll 


find, that what rhe Parſon aſſerts is abſolutely falſe, for Mr. O. 
inſtances only in Dioceſan Biſhops and Deacons, as a a falſe 


| Species of Officers, both which (ays he) as now uſed 8 
--h 
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Ch—hof E. -d, are not to be found in the New Teſtament ; 
as to the firſt of em, he appeals to the greateſt Champions of 
Dioceſan Epiſcopacy, that there's no ſuch Officer to be met with 
in the New Teſtament; this Appeal is made good in the Vindi- 
cation, by the joynt Teſtimony of the greateſt Men of the Ch--h 
both before and ſince Laud s Time, who all confeſs the Identity 
| of Biſhop and Presbyter in the New Teſtament, and that no 4 
Dioceſan Biſhop is to be met with there. Vid. Vind. p. 8, 9. 
| THE Anſwerer could not bur know, that Dioceſan Biſhops 
were the, Officers objected againſt by P/ain Dealing, ſince they 
are expreſly mention d; beſides the Curate had been chaſtiſed 
defore for the very ſame. unfair Dealing, and therefore I won- 
der this grave Writer ſnou d renew ſuch a Blunder, to call it 
NO worſe. e437 . n | 
HOW often muſt the Gentlemen of the Church be told, that 
It is not hows Biſhops Diſſenters are againſt, but ſuch only as 
the Word of. GOD knows nothing of; chey are ſo far from 
quarrelling with true Scriprure-Biſhops, that where there's one, 
they wiſn there were a Hundred. . 1 $4.75 5 
As to the Authors the Parſon muſters up in defence of Bi- 
ſhops Superiority to Presbyters, I affirm that neither they, nor 
any who have ever yet writ upon the Subject, either have or 
could prove any ſuch Superiority in the New Teſtament, or 
the leaſt Footſteps of a Dioceſan in that ſacred Volume, and 
ill char be done, farewel Divine Right. He that wou'd ſee 
the Identiry of Biſnop and Presbyter fully proved from the 
New Teſtament, may conſult Prynne s unbiſboping Tim. and Titus. 
Baxter of. Epiſcopacy. Jameſon s Cyprianus Iſotimus, and his Sum 
of the Epiſcopal Controverſy. Ames freſh Suit againſt Ceremonies. 
Alexander Lauder s ancient Biſhops. Calamy againit Hoadly. 
Owen s Plea for Seripture-Ordination, and Boyſe's clear Account of 
ancient Epiſcopacy, AF 40-6 e 
IHE preaching baprizing Deacon is fufficiently diſprov'd in 
Vind. p. 10. and this Gentleman has not one Word to ſay for 
him, and yet wou d tempt the Reader to believe he has an- 
'THE Anſwerer obſerves from this Head, that were it trus 
this can be no juſt Pretence for Separation, Becaufe a Lay-Man 
may Communicate in the Church without acknowledging the Divine 
Right of Epiſcopecy. This is a handſome Conceffion indeed, 
but not ſo good a Reaſon ; for tho a Man may communicate 
with a Ch--- he believes to have a falſe Species of Officers, 
yet it does not therefore follow he muſt Communicate with her 
only, and not with one which has none of thoſe falſe _ 
: | | 0 
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C5) 
of Officers. But I fear, the Parſon has grated more than he 
ought to have done; for I cannot ſee how a Man can be a true 
Member of a Ch---, who difagrees with her in the main Fare 
of her Conſtitution, v3z. the Legitimacy of her Officers. 
BUT rhe Diſſenters ſeparate from Pariſh Prieſts, who are gar 
Miniſters, adds the Parſon. True they do ſo, becauſe the Pa- 
- Tiſh Prieſts are not allow'd the full Exerciſe of their Office, 
and the Ordinances of God are nor to be had from em wirhout 
humane Additions; which Diſſenters can't in Conſcience com- 
ply with. Beſides, according to Scripture and Primitive Pra- 
ctice, rhe People ought to chuſe their own Miniſters; fo thar 
if any Pariſn Prieſt be by force of Law ſer over the Pariſh, 
he's Paſtor only over them who conſent to rhe Impoſition; and 
therefore thoſe who diſſent from him are not pro — v. Schilf 
maticks, becauſe there preceded no Eccleſiaſtical Union, os 
Paſtoral Relation, between them and rhe Pariſh Prieſt. 

IN ſhort, how often muſt we tell theſe Men, that our Se- 
paration is only from Humane Modes and Superadditions to Di- 
vine Worſhip and Ordinances, which as they are impoſed we 
apprehend, after diligent Search, to be ſinful. 

WE are of the Ch--- of E---- as it is a Chriſtian Proteſtant 
Ch--- ; we believe her Fundamental Doctrines, uſe the ſame 
Ordinances and Worſhip, and only Diſſent from ſome Humane 
Modes and Ceremonies, in which the Efſence of a Church 
does not conſiſt. Since then rhe Diſpute between us and our 
Adverſaries is only about Things not Eſſential, let em either 
remove the Stumbling- Blocks, or rectify our Gpinions, and we 
ſhall ſoon join with them; if we are in the Wrong, they ſhould 
rather pity our Miſtakes which are not voluntary, rather chan 
treat us as Enemies and Aliens. | 

6th INSTANCE of Humane Inventions being practically 

3 d ro Divine Inſtitutions is, when a Ch--- intermixes 
alſnoods in her Worthip, and impoſes chis Worſhip as 4 
Term of Communion. 

THE ſeveral Examples Mr. O. adduces of this kind are 
warmly impugned by the Anſwerer ; but ta no better pur 
than the Curate had done before dimm, a full Anſwer to v 
youll find in 11, 12, 13, 14, 15th pages of the V indication. 
think it needleſs ro tranſcribe that Confutation here, and 
therefore ſhall only remark on two or three Paſſages which 
ſeemingly aftect the Vindication, | 

THE Vindicator is accuſed by the Parſon i in his 1 ith p. for 

viln Dealing, becauſe he (rhe Vindicator) had repre ented 
the Curate as affirming, vine” Godfathers and Godmother⸗ 2 
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0 6 ) 
no more than their Endeavours to have their Children brought up 
virtuouſly, &c. I deſire the Reader will conſult Plain. Lying, 
170 9. where he'll find that Paſſage. Ay but the Curate added, 
$ the Parſon, And in the Childrens Name, that they will live 


as Arie Chriſtians, and ths ſurely they may perform with the 
Grace of God, Theſe Words the Vindicaror leaves our, which 


Omiſſion i is not fair Dealing. 


BUT I appeal to the common Heck of Mankind, concern- 
ing the Fairneſs of it; was it the Vindicator's Buffs pray, 


to oppoſe the erroneous or true Part of the Curate's Aſſertion? 


Certainly not the true Part, and therefore the erroneous ; ac- 
cordingly he expoſed the Error by it ſelf with an Ge. after i it, 
to let the World ſee there was another part of the Propoſit ton 


| behind, which he did not meddle with: If when Error and 
Truth meer in one Complex Pr opoſition, the one muſt not be 
taken notice of without the other; at that rate Falſhoed may 


at any Time be ſcreen d by a ſubtile mixture. | 
THE Parſon quarrels again with the Vindicator in 12, 13 


: Pages of the Anſwer, for aſſerting, That the Croſs by Impoſiti- 
on, is made a neceſſary Part of the Ordinance of Publick 
Bapriſm, tho it be nor an Eſſential Parr of it; For, ſays the 


Anſwerer, Mr. O. ſuppoſes the CH- enjoins the Croſs as part of 
Chriſt's Ordinance of Baptiſm, and whatſocver is a part of Chriſt's 
Ordinance, or impoſed as ſuch, is .impoſed as of the eee or an 


Eſſential part of Baptiſm. 


BUT pray mind how he trifles; ; it's evident Mr. 9. in that 
Paragraph he refers to, expreſly ſtiles the Croſs and Sureties 


Humane Attachments; wherein it's plain, he could not mean, 


that by the Impoſition they immediately commenc'd Eſſential 
Parts of the Ordinance, but that by the Impoſition they are 
made as neceſſary to be comply d with, as if they were Ellen- 
tial Parts. 

I DON'T fee what ground the Parſon has for his 8 


| when he ſays, Whatever is impoſed as & part of Chriſt's Ordinance, 
1 impoſe, *d 44 an Eſſential Part of it, p. 13. I am ſure the con- 


trary is true, for no Man or Body of Men can make any 
thing an Eſſential Parr of Chriſt's Ordinance, bur whar Chriſt 
himſelf has made ; and ir's as certain, that Humane impoſed 
Adjuncts, ſince they cant be Eſſential Parts of the Ordinance, 
muſt be accidental Parts; for as long as the Impoſition laſts 
they inſeparably belong to it, tho no longer. 

BUT if the Parſon mean, that modern Impoſers do all thar 


in them lies rewards the tranſmuting of Accidentals into Eſſen “ 


tials, | agree with him; and ler him 1 what he can, he muſt 
ar 


- 


at length own, that Accidental Parts (by which 1 mean Hu- 
mane Adjuncts to Divine Ordinances) may, by unreaſonable 
Impoſition, be made as neceſſary for a Time as if they were 
Eſſential; thus Croſs and Sureties, tho only accidental Parts 
of the Ordinance of Baptiſm, are, by the Impoſition of the 
Ch- -h, made as Neceſſary Parts of the Ordinance, as if they 
were Eſſential; this is agreeable to Mr. O's Reaſon, P. D. p. 13. 
Me can't enjoy the Ordinances of Chriſi without theſe Humane At- 
tachments. Ty ENS oy 99 
BUT we have enough of the Parſon's learned Quibble, 
which whenever it's uſed, is a ſure ſign of a weak Head and 
a weaker Cauſe, ED INDE) 
THE Anſwerer is pretty ſmart in his 13th p. on Mr. O. for 
ſaying the Clauſe of Chriſt's Deſcent into Hell, is in our ap- 
prehenfion a Falſhood, P. D. p. 13. Vie gs Ht 
IN anſwer to his Remarks under this Head, it may be ſuf- 
ficiggr to obſerve, that the common People generally rake that 
Expreſſion of Chriſt's deſcending into Hell, for his going to the 
Place of the Damned: And therefore, as the Vindicator had 
ſaid, Mr. O. gave the Apprehenſion of many who differ d from 
the Church rather than his own ; and the Deſign of Plain- Deai- 
ing was chiefly to vindicate Lay-Nonconformity ; it might have 
eaſily been underſtood, that Mr. O. ſpake of that. Article of 
the Creed as thus interpreted. It was in that Senſe which was 
moſt obvious and proper, and which the common People ge- 
nerally put upon the Word Hell, that Plain Dealing term d it a 
Falſhood to ſay Chriſt deſcended into Hell. 15 5 
THO it may alſo admit of ſome Debate, how far the Ch. 
requires the Clergy ro ſubſcribe the Clauſe in hat meaning; 
fince ſhe has given us no publick Interpretation of it otherwiſe 
than the Words naturally and vulgarly import. The Explica- 
tion given by any particular Member of the Church, is not 
ſufficient in this Caſe to produce: For which reaſon the Vin- 
dicator is not guilty of unfair Dealing, when he ſuppoſes the 
Curare ſubſcrib'd that Article in the plain Senſe of the Words: 
And if the Diſſenting Miniſters ſhould be thought. equally 
obliged to ſubſcribe this Article in the Senſe of the Ch. ſince 
they do ſubſcribe to the Creed; it may be ſufficient to obſerve, 
that where any thing admits of different Interpretations, the 
Law iecures to them a Liberty of Judgment; fince they are 
Expreſly exempted from owning the Authority of the Church in 
Controverſies of Faith, Vid. Toleration Act, p. 7. | 892 
10 Inſtance of Humane Inventions being practically pre- 
fer d to Divine Inſtitutions, is, 1 a Ch-- in her * 
5 | Sex- 


(18) 


ervice ſtudiouſly omits part of the Bible, and in the room of 
it ſubſtirures mere Humane Writings, ſuch as are by her ſelf 


accounted Apocryphal and Fabulous, which yer the Miniſter | 
is obliged. to read to the People for near Two Months toge- 


ther. (except ſome proper Leſſons) and that under the Notion 

of Holy Scripture. P. D. p. 12. 

TIE Anſwerer divides this Objection into the Three fol- 
lowing Parts. | 


1. HE fays the Ch-— is blamed by Mr. O. for ſtudiouſiy o- 


mitting part of the Scripture, and the Parſon himſelf dare not 


juſtify her. Indeed he tells us, one Mr, Bennet has given ſome 


Reaſons for that Omiſſion; had they been worth tranſcribing, 
I doubt nor but we had been preſented with them: I have 
nor that Book by me, neither do I think any Performance of 


that Author worth buying, who has already been ſufficiently 
_ Expoſed to the World for his blind and intemperate Zeal, by 


the learned Mr. Robinſon, &c. | RT” a 
THE Books of Scripture omitted by the Ch---- as oed 
by her own Order are theſe, viz. RES, 
BOTH Books of Chronicles, the Song of Solomon, a great part 
of Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Ezra, Nehemiah, Ezelliel, Re- 
velations; beſides three Chapters in Geneſis, one in Deutronomy, 
and the thirtieth of Proverbs, _ 3 
NOW ler any Man, that can, juſtify ſuch a wilful Omiſſion of 
Sacred Writings; I am ſure it's very odd for any Divine, to 
offer Arguments againſt the publick Reading of any part of 
Scripture. OTE R 1 
2. Mr. O. is repreſented as blaming the Ch. for reading 
Apocryphal Books, p. 16. Anſw. This is abſolutely falſe, for 
Mr. O. ſays the contrary, P. D. p. 14. viz. We are not againſt 
reading the A pocrypha, as far as any part of it is a Collection of 


erue Hiſtory and Morality. Beſides, the Limitation was plain in 


the main Objection, vig. rhe ſubſtitution of Apocrypha in the 
room of part of the Bible: So that it's evident the Parſon is 


guilty of down right Injuſtice ro Mr. O. when he tells us, he 


blames the Ch---- purely for in Humane Writings. 
I AM ſure no reaſonable Man will call this fair Dealing, 


| much leſs generous Treatment; ſo that the Anſwerer has juſtly 


forfeited rhe Character he would repreſent. 


AS to the Parſon's Gloſſes on rhe Apocryphal Texts, tho 


- they were true (which I allow not) yet they do not overturn 
xhe main Objection, viz. That they were ſubſtituted in the Room 
ef Scripture, which the obſcure Apocryphal Author never ſo 
much as contradicts, _ Nh 


IT's 
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fide the Pſalms) that's read annually by the h- 0 


(190 5 
IT'S ſomewhat fingular, I confeſs, to ſee'a Reverend Divide | 
attempting to reconcile the Errors of Apocrypha to the Truths 


of Scripture, and endeavouring to heighten Peoples Veneration 


_ 


for thoſe Humane Writings, by making any part of GD 
Word equally lyable to the ſame Objections: with Apocryphal / 
Errors. 4 

3. THE Parſon tells us Mr. O. ſays, That the Ch--.h re? 


quires the Clergy to read Apocryphal Books under the Notion . 


of holy Scripture. 
TRUE he does fo, and that by the Authority of the Ch-h 
her ſelf, who, by her Rubrick, appoints the Apocrypha to bs 
read under the Notion of holy Scripture. In the Common- 
Prayer, after the Order for reading the Pſalter, and immedi 
ately before the Table for proper Leſſons, and the Kalendar, . 
in both which Scripture and Apocrypha are mix 'd, Jou 1 find a 
Rubrick in theſe Words: | 
The' Order how the reſt of the holy Scripture is appointed to be read: 8 
BY this Order every Part of the Bible and Apocr con gon (be-" 
E---d, is 
actually ſtiled holy Scripture. Beſides Hamon L Eſtrange ſays, 
In the Senſe of our Ch. h, the ancient Model of both Canonical 
and Apocryphal Books paſs under the 1 Notion of the old” 
Teſtament, Alliance of Div. Off. cap. 1. p. 25; 
HOW mean then and little is ir in rhis Glad ro ſhuffle. 
thus, when he could not bur know that what Mr. O. ſaid was 
true, viz. That the Ch---h requires the Clergy to read Apocrypha 
under the Notion of holy Scripture? What ſignifies the Articles 
calling them other Books, and the Word Apocrypha being on 
the Top of the Leaf, or in the Parſon s Mouth; for the Vul- 
gar, not one in ten, may ever be the wiſer for either. 
IId PROPOSITION runs thus in Plain Dealing, No doubtful 


— 


. 


Things impoſed by any Ch---h ought to be comply d with by any Per- 


ſon, to whom, after due Examination, they continue to be fo, P. D. 
16, | 
1 THE Anſwerer tranſcribes thus, No doubtful Things impoſed by 
any Ch---h ought to be comply'd with, becauſe the Scripture tells us, 
what is not of Faith is Sin; if the Things be 2 no 5 can 
blame us for refuſing to ſabſeribe them, Anſ. p. 1 
HERE the Parſon does manifeſt Violence 8 Mr. O's Propoꝰ 


ſition, by leaving out the latter part of it, wherein conſiſted 


the main Strength of the Argument; a certain Sign he could 
not grapple with it in its native Force, but firſt curtails the 


8 and then rakes a prev deal of needleſs Pains to 


D 2 pee 


n{werer.warily overlooks. . -- 
AE Diſſenters doubt whether der may joyn, without ſin-⸗ 
ning, in every Thing the Ch---h obliges its Lay-Members, as 
well as Miniſters, to comply with; and after a due Examina- 
tian are convincd of the Lawfulneſs of taking a contrary 
Coprie: Complying in ſuch a Caſe as this rhe Parſon fairly ac- 
knawledges wou'd be a Sin. This may anſwer his firſt kind 
n og OT WO 
IIS likewiſe certain, the Diſſenters don't ſee Arguments of 
equal Weight on both Sides, elſe they wou'd be indifferent to 
boch, and while they continued ſo, cou'd joyn with neither; 
which may ſerve as an Anſwer to the Parſon's ſecond kind of 
AS the. diſſenting Clergy have good reaſon to doubt the 
Lawfulneſs of ſubſcribing ſome Things, ſo diſſenting Laymen 
have reaſon to doubt the Lawfulneſs of practically complying 
with ſome Things, which by Conformity they wou'd inevitably 
r n = 
THE Parſon tells us, The Authority of Governors, whether Ci- 
vil or Eceleſiaſtical, wou'd ſignify nothing, if a meer Doubt or Scru- 
ple, concerning the Divine Inſtitution of their particular Order, 
wou d excuſe Diſobegience, p. 20. ad finem. 
HERE he woud ſpitefully inſinuate, that as the Diſſenters 
queſtion the Authority of ſame Ch---h Governors, as not of 
Divine Inſtitution, and therefore ſcruple Subjection to em; 
ſo they wou d deny Obedience to any Civil Government they 
thought nat to be of Divine Inſtitution. 1 | 
IN anfwer to this I obſerve, that Difſenters, as well as the 
beſt Part of the Ch---h of E---4, do think Government in ge- 
neral to be of Divine Inſtitution, and that every particular 
Order or Form of Civil Government is equally lawful, as de- 
termin d by the different Circumſtances of every particular 
Society, in as much as Chriſt left the Government of the World 
juſt as he found it, and therefore think Loyalty their Duty to 
_ every Species of Civil Government they live under. OA 
BUT as to Eccleſiaſtical Government Diſſenters have always 
declar d, that they thought the particular Order and Form of 
it to be expreſly determin'd in the New Teſtament; and thar 


theres 


FTE 


therefore they might juſtly refuſe Obedience to thoſe: Chit 
Officers, whoſe Authority they ſcruple, as not of Divine Infti- 


tution. 


NO, ſays the Parſon, this will nor excuſe their Difobedience ; | 
bur St. Paul ſays it will; and this learned Caſuiſt himſelf de- 
termines it far us, p. 20, where he ſays, Whatſoever a Man 
does, while he doubts of its Lawfulneſs, but knows at the fame Time 


he may lawfully let it alone, is Sin. 


THUS Diſſenters doubt the Lawfulneſs of obeying uninſti- 
tuted Officers in the Ch---h, and are. ſatisfy d with the Law- 


fulneſs of letting ir alone, and therefore, according to his oun 
Conceſſion, if they did, it twou'd be a Sin. 


IN the next Place, the Anſwerer having omitted ſeveral 


Things objected againſt by Plain Dealing, proceeds to the 
Lord's Prayer. 


I own that Prayer is a Divine and excellent Com ſure, a- 


dapted to the End for which it was deſign'd; J confeſs, I lire 
not to ſay any thing under this Head, that might tend to leſſen 


any Body's juſt Eſteem of this part of Scripture, and therefore 


| ſhall only propoſe a few innocent Queries, which I leave to the 
Parſon, or any one elſe to anſwer at their Leiſure. 


1. WHETHER the Apoſtles, after Chriſt's Death, ever ; 


uſed the Lord's Prayer in their publick Worſhip 2 
2. BY what Authority does the Parſon tell us, that Chriſt is 


included in Our Father, when Chriſt, long after he had taught 


his Diſciples this Prayer, and was going to leave em, ſays, Hi. 
therto ye have asked nothing in my Name ? John 16. 24. 


3. WHETHER a Prayer, ſince Chriſt's Death, be ACCePt- 


able, unleſs it be in his Name? 
4. WHETHER the Apoſtles did not pray to Chriſt, 


their Lord, in 4&s 1. 24. and not to the Father, excluſive of 


the Son, as the Parſon wou'd have it? 


5- WHETHER there be any reaſon in ſaying, the Variety 


of Expreſſion, in the two different Forms of the Lord's Prayer, 
was owing to the Evangeliſts writing in two different Lan- 
guages, when Chriſt ſpoke em both in the ſame Language? 


6. WHETHER, according to the Method of our Adver- 
ſary's arguing, any other Form, made by fallible Men, ought 


to be uſed and impoſed 2 If it be a Command to pray in thoſe 
| Words, and no other, why do you uſe orher Form? 
Bo WHETHER the Expreflion in St. 2 Pray after this 
Manner, be not explicative of when ye pray, ſay? © 

8, WHETHER the Fathers of the Fir Century, who beſt 


knew the Minds of the Apoſtles, did a and 3 
| ule 


uſe this Form of Prayer in their Prayers, or did ever uſe it 
any otherwiſe than a Directory, or Law, or Rule of Prayer? 
as St. Cyprian calls it, ideo & cum orandi legem daret, 11 p. 299, 
300. Edit. M D XC III. Whereas the Parſon ſays, the Oh. 
jections againſt the invariable Uſe of the Lord's Prayer; as a 
Form, are commonly three, yet there have been many more 
urged ; Mr. Deſpagne pretends to anſwer twelve. | N | 
THE Parſon's Remark on the damnatory Clauſe in the Atha- 
_ naſian Creed is not to the Purpoſe, becauſe Mr. O. only ſaid 
ſome ſcrupled ir, P. D. p. 17. N FELL nag | 
As to Womens Reſponding in the Ch---h, I remark, that 
there's an Order in the New 'Teſtamenr for their finging of 
Pſalms, bur none for their diſorderly Reſponſes ; quibble as 
long as you will about it, yer Sr. Paul's Injunction, that Wo- 
men ſhou'd keep Silence in the Churches, will hold good while 
the Apoſtle's Authority is of any Force in the Ch -h. | 
IHE Rubrick, at the Clofe of publick Baptiſm ſays, I's 
certain, by GOD's Word, that Children which are baptized, dying 
before they commit actual Sin, are undoubtedly ſaved, Mr. O. had 
faid, The Scripture no where puts that Matter out of doubt, and 
this Gentleman has not produc'd one Scriprure for this Cer- 
rainry, bur rather ſeems to doubt the Truth of it himſelf ; For, 
fays he, no Lay-Man is obliged to declare his Conſent to it, i. e. 
in plain e a Man may be a Ch--- Man and not conſent 
ro rhe rine of the Ch---h, therefore, adds he, this can be 
ne Pretence for Separation. 8 „ Shane 
_ BUT pray, at this Rate, what will become of the Reforma- 
tion? For Lay-Men were no more obliged to declare their Con- 
fent to the Doctrines of the Church of Rome, than they now 
are to the Doctrines of the Ch.--h of E- -d; and therefore, 
according to this Prieſt's arguing, there can be no Pretence of 
Separation from the Romiſh Ch---h on account of any ſcrupu- 
lous Tenets. 1 1 | a 
L acknowledge rhe Ch---h condemns Confirmation, under 
the Notion of a Sacrament, which ſhe calls a corrupt follow. 
ing of the Apoſtles ; bur retains it her ſelf as a Ceremony. 
_ - Mr. O. ſays, It's dubious whether the Apoſtles laid on Hands 
for Confirmation, The Parſon aſſerts not one Argument ro 
prove it, but ſays, rhe Biſhops are able ro juſtify it: Juſt thus 
the Muſcovites, when they are put to a Stand, and do not un- 
derſtand a Thing, uſually anſwer, viz. Thar tho they do not 
know it, yet GOD and the Great Duke do. ce 
THE Parſon very wiſely tells us, p. 22. Thar the Congre- 
gation are not to joyn even mentally in the Biſhop's * 
2 5 ut 


(#3) 
bur to ſay Amen only at the End of it: This, inftead of a Re- 
ply, deſerves to be poſted up among the Reaſons for the Con- 
remprof the Clergy ; for how can the People deſire God wou d 
grant what the Biſhop prayed for (which is the Parſon's own Ex- 
plication of Amen) unleſs they mentally joyn'd with him in that 
Prayer. = 5 1 | 
| THE other Inſtances under this Head, viz. The Collect for 
Chriſtmaſs, and the Biſhop's giving the Holy Ghoſt in Ordina- 
tion, the Parſon ſays nothing to; and therefore, according to 
his own Rule, Silence gives Conſ en. 
III. INDIFFERENT Terms of Communion, when rigo- 
roufly impoſed, are not ro be complyd with in all Caſts, 
F. f 28; „ 73 | 
THE Parſon in anſwer to this, all along drops the Univer- 
ality of the Impoſition, and particularly Mr. O's Exception 
againſt the univerſal Impoſition of indifferent Things, in the 
Caſe of render Conſciences. Mr. O's Explication of his own 
Propoſition is thus: Suppaſe a Ch---h ſhou d bs 17 Things indiffe- 
rent in their own Nature, but offenſive to tender Conſciences, our 
Non-complyance is warranted, _ NI oak _ 
NOTWITHSTANDING this, the Anſwerer preſumes to 
tell us, that Mr. O's Meaning is, that Separation is juſtifyable, 
becauſe the Ch---h enjoyns the Uſe of ſome Things, not particularly 
commanded by GOD, as a Term of Communion ; and that he endea- 
vours to prove this from Matt. 15. 2. p. 23. Anſ. WON 
THIS Ignorance of the Parſon's of needs be wilful, 
fince, if Mr. O's Words have any Meaning, he proves this 
only from Matt. 15. viz, Thar the Impoſition of indifferent 
Things on tender Conſciences, as Terms of Communion, is 
not to be comply'd with, becauſe Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
ſcrupled that Humane Injunction of waſhing of Hands, as ir 
was a religious Ceremony, and therefore wou'd not comply 
with the Impoſition. | THe ects f 
THE Parſon cautiouſly overlooks Mr. O's Meaning and dreſ- 
ſes up the Objection according to his own Fancy, then falls a 
Confuring it; his Miſtaking the Subject in debate might very 
well juſtify my Neglect of what he ſays to it; however I have 
a Mind to know how he illegitimates this Brat of his own I- 
magination; why truly he has not one Scripture to plead a- 
gainſt, but offers only the Opinion of a certain fallible Doctor 
of a certain fallible Ch--h, who affirms That the Phariſes taught 
their Commands as Dottrines, but the Ch--h of E. reckons her Cere- 
rr only indifferent,” not as Parts, but Circumſtances of Wor- 
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IE it be fo, I ask the Doctor, 1. Whether it be not as much 
the Doctrine of his Ch---h that her Ceremonies ought ro be 


— 8 with, as of the 1 thar her Waſhings, &c. 
ſhould be comply'd with? 2. Whether the Impoſing the neceſ- 
fary and invariable Uſe of theſe Ceremonies, does not ad- 
vance em to ſomewhar more than Circumftances? | 

IN Anſwer to the Conſequences he draws from Dr. Whitby, 
I obſerve, that Chriſt no where approves the Power the Few: 
Church aſſumed, of Impoſing Things not required by God's 
Word; neither did he ſubmir to ſeveral Injunctions of that 


Kind, as the Parſon affirms, and inſtances in the Feaſt of Dedi- 


cation, Synagogue Worſhip, and their Poſture of eating the Paſſover, 
1. IT's hard to prove Chriſt conform'd to the Feaſt of Dedi- 


cation, from his being once ar Solomon's Porch at ſuch a Time. 


This Feaſt was celebrated in the Temple for eight Days, with 
Praiſes, Prayers and Burnt Offerings, 1. Mac. 4. Once in\this 


Time we find Chriſt in Solomon's Porch, which was a Cloiſter 
Walk on the Eaft Bound of the outmoſt Court of the Temple, 


where he might be without joyning in the Services on that Oc- 


caſion, any more than One walking in the remoteſt Cloiſters 
of a Cathedral, could joyn at the ſame Time in the pompous 
Ceremonial of the Choir: But it's probable Chriſt was there 


ſeeking an Opportunity to do good among the great Concourſe 


of People there. But ſuppoſing Chriſt joyn'd in all the Tem- 


ple Solemnities of this Feaſt, yer I don't ſee how this can be 
interpreted a Submiſſion to humane Injunctions, ſince the Ce- 
remonies of this Dedication were no other but the appointed 


Worſhip of the Temple. Foſeph Antiq. 12. 11. and as to the 


Time and Place, they muſt be reſolved into Circumſtances, 
without which no Action can be performed, and which by no 


Means affect Modes or Manner. 


2. AS to the Synagogue Worſhip, we acknowledge Chriſt 
joyned in it, but deny that ir was a humane Invention; the 
Worſhip was Moral and not Ceremonial; and therefore could 


not be a humane Invention, (and I think this Gentleman is the 
firſt that ever aſſerted Moral Worſhip to be unrequired by 
_ GOD's Word, p. 23.) fo that I cant apprehend what the Parſon _. 


means when he reckoned the Synagogue Worſhip among 
Things not required by GOD's Word, unleſs he means their 
meeting in ſeparare Aſſemblies, and not always in the Tem- 
ple to Worſhip was the Thing not required by GOD; however 


dis is not the Worſhip but a Circumſtance of it, for they muſt 
meer in ſome Place, and all the Children of 1/ae/ could not 


meer 
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of the People for publick Worſhip, and that while they were 
in the Wilderneſs; for how could the Iſraelites keep rhe Sab- 
bath unleſs they had Synagogues or Meetings of particular Aſ- 
ſemblies, when rhe Tabernacle could not hold the rhonfandrh 
Part of em, and Family Duties only wou'dn'r reach the Rule 
ſet before them, Vid. Lightfoot, Vol. 1. p. 608, 609, 1 
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© meer ſo often at the Temple as publick Worſhip was neceſſar 
dy GOD's Appointment. | „„ 1M 
BUI were the Parſon acquainted with the truly learned 
Writers of his own Ch--h, he would know that the Synagogue 
trop was authorized, by the expreſs Command of Solems- 
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ne Day in Seven, as a holy Convocation, or Meetin 


3. AS ro the Poſture the Jews eat the Paſſover in, it's true 


dcwas different from the firſt Inſtitution of ſtanding; and rhe 
Keaſon of that Alteration you'll find in Goodwin, Lighefoot, &c. 


to proceed from a Change of the Vfaelites Circumſtances. 


TIE Reaſon of that Injunction(v3z. ſtanding at the Paſſover) 


ceafed when tlieir State of Pilgrimage was over, and the 


Change was made when there were inſpired Perſons in Iſrael, 


ſo char it's highly probable that Change was agreeable to the 
Divine Will; therefore Chriſt comply'd with a Poſture diffe- 
rent from the firſt Inſtitution, becauſe the Reaſon of it was 


ceaſed. | 


NO fince Chriſt a with a Divine Ceremony when 
the Reaſon of it was ceaſed, why may not Proteſtant Ceremo- 


| -nies, reſerved at firſt for a Bair to Papiſts, upon their proving 


ineffectual for that End after a Trial of about 200 Years, be 
diſpenſed with, when they are become offenſive to true Prote- 
ſtants: But hold, I had forgot I was talking ro a Gentleman 
who aſſerts, that as to Matter of Poſture it is neither neceſſary 


or fitting to follow the Example of Chriſt, An/. p. 8. 


HAVING cleared our Lord from the Imputation of ſub- 
mitting to humane Injunctions in Religion not required by 
GOD's Word, we come next to prove that he ſcrupled the 


Tradition of the Elders, concerning waſhing of Hands, as a 


religious Ceremony, and therefore refuſed Complyance with 
the Humane Impoſition of it. #1 3 
THE Queſtion is not, what the Elders might think of it, 
but wherher they had- Authority to impoſe: Inventions of their 
own, as neceſſary to be believed or done by all Member: ©: 
their Communion, not excepting ſcrupulous Conſciences 
As to the Impoſition, it's evident that the Traditions 
Elders were enjoyn'd by the Guides of the Jewiſyp Chur 
Things not to be diſpens'd with; it's 1 as certain 
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denies them this Authority, by condemning th 


* 


4 
& 


Ty EQ 2 wy 
12 7 obs of TY 
| Ch it 


remony of Waſhing of Hands, more plainly diſcoyers unto us, Tis 
how ſmall he thought their lawful Authority, when he would 
nor allow 1t to extend to ſo indifferent and decent a Cere- 
mony. | 8 
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tions in general; but his refuſing to comply with the ſmall Ce- 


WERE there as plauſible Pretences for modern Ceremonies © 
as the Jews had for this, we ſhould hear a Jus Divinum. ad- 
vanc'd there, where, with leſs Reaſon, it has been pleaded - > 


many a time. 


THE Jews, were they to defend this Ceremony of Waſhing 34 


Hands, as alſo Cups, Platters, Sc. might urge, that purifying 3 
themſelves and their Goods by Waſhings, after having touch'd 


any unclean Thing, was of Divine Inſtitution, Lev. v. 2, 3 
Lev. xi. 29, 30, 31, 32, Sc. And therefore fince they could 
not tell, but Themſelves or their Veſſels might have unwil- 
lingly rouch d ſome what Unclean, it was very proper to guard 


againſt any unknown Pollution by frequent Waſhings. 
XE notwithſtanding all this, Chriſt would nor ſuffer the 
Governours of that Church to make this convenient and ſeem- 
ingly lawful Ceremony, any way neceſſary to be believed or 
done, becauſe the Divine Command was not ſo extenſive as 
theirs, which Chriſt might look upon as a juſt Foundation of 
his Scruple. a os Te . 
ILL only add what our Adverſaries urge on this Head, viz, _ 
Thar the Traditions of the Elders were impoſed as Doctrines 
abſolutely binding the Conſcience. What then? If the Gover- 
nors of the Jewiſy Church thought em ſog they were not ſo 
much to blame for impoſing them as ſuch ; bur how does this 
excuſe thoſe who acknowledge their Ceremonies to be in them- 
ſelves indifferent, and yer at the ſame Time impoſe em ſo ri- 
gorouſly, that a Compliance with them is made as neceſſary as 
if they were Doctrines. a 3 
IHE Parſon further urges from the Example of Chriſt, that 
we may joyn with the Church without complying with what 
we imagine to be ſinful Impoſition. To this I anſwer ; Chriſt 
frequented feparare Aſſemblies as well as the Eftabliſh'd 
Church; ſo the Diſſenters, ſince their Ejection, have, more or 
leſs, occaſionally joyn d with the Ch---, till the Practice was 
condemn d by Act of Parliament, and damn'd as Hypocriſy by 
the Writers of the Ch ---, Ny „ 
THE Anſwerer in the next place, enters the Liſts with Sr. 
Paul, and ſays, the Injunction, Acls xv. 28. was an Impoſiti- 
on of e Things, p. 24. Anſw. Whereas St. Paul 12 
| | | that 
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Fornication was neceſſary by a prior Obligation; and the ab- 
ſtaining from Blood and Things ſtrangled, was neceſſary during 
the then Circumſtarices of Affairs; the Obligation ro which 
latter ceaſed upon the Alteration of thoſe Circumſtances that 
at firſt made em neceſſary, as Mr. O. had ſufficiently explain- 


aeed in P. D. p. 19. of which the Parſon takes no manner of 


Notice. Thus we are treated by our Adverſaries in all their 


* Anſwers, who generally over-look the ſtrength of our Argu- 


ment, and ſubſtitute Contempt and Railery againſt us inſtead 


of Reaſon; as if upon their bare Words, they would oblige 


People to believe, that nothing but what is Eftabliſh'd can be 
true. 5 | | | | 


AS to the Text 1 Cor. vi. 12. where St. Paul ſays he would 
not be ſo enſlaved to any particular Meat, or other indifferent 
Matter, as not to be at Liberty to uſe or refrain it as Charity 
required; it is parallel to the Caſe of the Diſſenters, with 
reſpect to the Ceremonies of the Ch----, notwithſtanding 


What the Parſon has urged to the contrary, p. 24, 25. of his 


Book. 


FOR as thoſe indifferent Things continu'd to be fo in their 


own Nature and Uſe, being commanded by no Law in the 


_ Apoſtles Time; ſo that the ſame Liberty may be maintain'd 
which the Apoſtle recommends, it's requiſite Things of that 


nature ſhould never be the Subjects of a Law, otherwiſe all 


5 Fellowſhip. E 2 Mr. 


Liberty with reſpect ro them is deſtroyed : Thoſe therefore 


who impoſe, or forbid the Uſe of rhoſe indifferent Things, are 
guilty of bringing Perſons under the Power of em, and not 


Ya they who aſſert their Liberty in that Caſe. Ts 
As to the lawful Authority he fo frequently peſters us with, 


how often muſt we tell him and the reſt of the World, thar 
we diſown that Authority in any Ch--- which impoſes Things 
indifferent in themſelves as neceſſary Terms of Communion, 
eſpecially when nothing elſe occurs to make em neceſſary but 


that Impoſition; here Circumſtances are excepred. As plain 
ads this is, I queſtion not but the next Anſwerer will find him- 


9 


ſelf diſpoſed to overlook it. 


I BEG thar (if this Gentleman would eſtabliſh his Hypo- 


theſis) he would prove, that the Ch--- has a lawful Authority 


to enjoyn new Terms of Communion, and ro make Things 


merely Lawful and Indifferent, rhe neceſſary Conditions of en- 
joying Chriſt's Ordinances ; the Commitlion of Church Offi- 
cers in that Caſe, is to teach Men to obſerve what Chriſt has 
commanded, and nor to eſtabliſh arbitrary Terms of Chriſtian 


8 E 2 
r 9 . 0 * 


Xx. O. aſſerts, P. D. p. 20. That the Primo Primitive Chureng 
Aauͤ:d nor impoſe indifferent Things as neceſſary Terms of Com- 
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THE Parſon urges for Examples of the contrary, Charity 
Feaſts, Womens wearing long Hair, and Men thorr, the . 
— from Blood and Things ſtrangled, and Dipping in 
I ANSWER; Blood and Things ſtrangled have been acc - 
counted for already. Dipping, in Baptiſm, I take to be agree- 133 
able to the firſt Inſtitution, and I preſume the Parſon thinks ſo © 
too; bur Dipping in the Primitive Times, was not madea - I 
neceſſary Term of Communion, Sprinkling was frequently 
uſed inſtead of it, when Dipping might be hazardous to the 
| Perſon to be baptized, as in the Caſe of the Clinici, and other FF , 
with this ſame Reſtriction it's ſtill uſed by Chriſtians, eſpeci- . || 
ally the Ch--- of England, which enjoyns Dipping if the Chile 
can bear it, otherwiſe Sprinkling : And tince Dipping is ge- 
nerally held to be dangerous in theſe cold Climates, Sprink- 
ling is commonly uſed. Thus you ſee a primary Inſtitution 
ſuffers an Alteration by Change of Circumſtance, and there- 
Fore there's no juſt ground for the invariableneſs of mere Hu- 
mane Impoſitions. The Apoſtle ſpeaks of Womens long Hair, 
and Mens ſhort, as of a thing already derermin'd by Cuſtom. 
As to the Love Feaſts, we are nor concern'd in 'em, till this 
Gentleman has proved they were impoſed as Terms of Com- 
__.. £ 
HE further inftances in the Third and following Centuries, 
of Indifferent Things being made Terms of Cominunion. Mr. 
O. it's probable, ſuſpected that the Corruptions of the Primi- 
tive Church would be trumpt up ro countenance modern In- 
novations ; and therefore he particularly mentions rhe Primo 
Primitiye Church,which exceeded nor the firſt Century, when 
indifferent Things were not made Terms of Communion, as 
they are now. - . e 
II. SEPARATION from the Eſtabliſn d Ch--- is lawful in 
a Political Senſe, when allow'd by the Government, P. D. 
. | x 1 
7 Mr. O. under this Head obſerves, that the Terms of Diſtin- 
ction between us and the Ch--- as they are impos'd, are not 
Eccleſiaſtical bur Civil, i. e. the Impoſition of em is merely a 
Civil Act, and all the Conſtitutions, Canons, Orders, Sc. of 
the Ch- that diſtinguiſhes her from us and other Proteſtant 
Churches, derive their Force from Acts of Parliament; which 
Acts are of the Conſtitution no otherwiſe than other Acts of 
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een: : Now the Terms of — 
Parliamentary, Diſſenters may, without Seki, © 


from ſuch Terms, if the King and Parliament give ſuch liber- - - 


iy by Law. 


n "THE Parſon anſwers, That no Hom Low can alter the | 
Nature of Schiſm, ſo as to make cauſeleſi Separation no Sin, Grant- 
= 5 ed that Schiſm, properly ſpeaking, is a Breach of the Divine 


Law, and that no Humane Law can make ſuch a Breach no 
Schiſm, or make that Schiſm which is not a Breach of . 
Divine Law. 

BUI ͤ Diſſenters Separation has been alata a 0 ao: 2 
Breach of the Divine Law, therefore the Schiſm they are 
charged with is only the Breach of a Humane Law, which did 
not previouſly oblige before the Impoſition of it, and conſe- 
quently ſince they are exempred from that Law by the ſame 
Authority that made it, they are not ſo much as chargeable 


with the Breach of any Law Divine or Humane, by — Se- 


par ation. 


2. THE Anſwerer with equal good Nature and judgment: 


tells us The Laws of the Land allow Diſſenters to ſeparate no more 


than to tell Lies, becauſe they do not puniſh a common Liar, which 
is the only Reaſon can be given for this ſuppeſed Allowance, p. 26. 
I can't bur piry the Parſon's ill Succeſs in Similitudes, they 


are always ſo ill contriv'd, and wide of the Mark; and indeed 


ir's no Wonder, for he all along takes that for granted. which 


is moſtly diſputed between us. I ſubmit ir to the Diſcretion. 


of any, whether there be the leaſt Agreement between a fin- 


ful and indifferent Action; yer this venerable. Gentleman 


won't ſee a Difference between em, bur will needs make one 
an Example of the other. Does nor every Chriſtian know 


that Lying is a moral Evil, and thar all Men are obliged to 


ſpeak Truth, were there no Humane Command for ir? Is ir 
not equally notorious, that indifferent Things carry no Oblt- 


gation along with them, till they are enjoyn d by lawful Au- 


thority ? which is the State of the Queſtion in debate. 
THOSE Humane Inventions the Ch -h wou'd have us 
comply with, they themſelves own to be indifferent, and that 
what Force they have is derived from lawful Authority, vix- 
the Legiſlative Power of the Kingdom, and not any inde- 
pendent Power of thar kind in the Eh—h, for ir has none 
ſuch, (which the Clergy are forc'd to own in the Oath of. Su- 
— :) Since then this lawful Authority, which the Parſon 

as ſwore to as ſuch, has, with reſpect to Diſſenters, reduc'd 
mat Humane Inventions to their ack State of Indifferency, 


why 
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| = = == mod —— Gs . charged with bs and Schiſm for v ans 
mem as ſuch? 


BUI the Parſon will by no means grant that any are allow d, 


by the Toleration or Exemption Act, to ſeparate from the armer 5 5 
Injunctions of lawful Authority, becauſe the Sanction or penal VR 
42 Parrof the Uniformity Act is only abrogared, notwithſtanding 8 185 
which, he wou d have the preceptive Part to be in full force 
againſt the Diſſenters ſtill: To prove this, according to his 
uſual Way, he brings a pertinent Example truly, of a Child 
being obliged to obey his Parents lawful Command, tho he 


non d not threaten to puniſn him for his Neglect, p. 26. 

I confeſs my ſelf really aſnamed to find my Adverſary dwind- 
led into what I won't name; this I muſt ſay, his Reafon- 
ing is childiſh as well as his Example : Can any Man rifk 


him a Scholar, who diſcevers ſuch a Blunder in print, as to 1 
aſſert a Penal Law can be in force (any part of it as a Law) 


without a Sanction : If he won't believe me, ler him conſult 
any of the Moraliſts, and hel find they all agree, there can be 
no ſuch Thing as a Law without a Sanction, either expreſs'd or 
underſtood ; to what Purpoſe then ſerves his childiſh Simili- 
rude? Is there nor an implicit Penalty annex'd by GOD to the 
fifth Commandment, tho' a Parent ſhoud nor ſuperadd ano- 


ther?” 


-OBEDIENCE to lawful Authority is on all Hands allowed 


to be a Duty; bur lawful Authority never makes its authorita- 


tive Will known, bur by a Law; and fince no Law can ſub- 


ſiſt without a Sanction, the Sanction being repealed, the Law 


neceſſarily drops too, as to all thoſe who are freed from the 
Sanction ; for as he who can't affix a Sanction to the Declara- 
rion of his Will, can't alter the Nature of indifferent Things; 


ſo that Power, which retracts aVanction it once affixed to che 


Injunction” of indifferent Things, by that Retraction leaves 


Things as it found em. Thus the Toleration-Act repeals the 


Penalties of the Uniformity-Act, and all other intervening 
Acts of that Nature, in favour of ſcrupulous Conſciences ; ſo 


that, with reſpect to ſuch, it ceaſes ro be a Law, neither is 


there any Law made fince thar obliges {crupulous Conſciences 
to conform. 

THUS, if ſcrupulous Conſlences were exempred from the 
Sanction, or Penalty ofsthat Law, which obliges Clergymen 
to take the Oaths to the preſent Government, I doubt not but 
ſuch as were truly ſcrupulous, wou d think that Injunction 


no Law to them, becauſe they are exempted from the Sancti- 
on which is of the Eſſence of the Law. Were rhe Nonjurors 
allowed, 


) 


-: Allowed, mn 4. of e to enjoy Ch Pont fices] ind 
* without incurring the Penalty of Nonjurancy, wou d be EN Fe 
be interpreted as an Exemption from Swearing or proceprive | 


Part of the Law? 


WHY then ſhou'd 00 the Diſſenters, bean: by Act of 


Parliament exempted from the Sanction of the Uniformity- 

Act, (or any other penal Acts between it and the Act of Ex. 

. emprion) by a parity of Reaſon, be ſaid to be exempted — 

the preceptive Part of that or thoſe Laws, fince the 

>= and Sanction always go together, and have no Force aſunder. 
„0 that the Parſon's unjudicious and irrational Quibble, of | 

Fi The preceptive Part of a Law being in Force when the San-- 


cCiiom is removed, is too groſs to ſerve his own : Deſi isa, or de. 
cCoelve the Reader. 
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1. W E are not 8 from che Catholick Church 


nor any true viſible Part of her; our Aſſemblies ha- 


8 | ving all that's Eſſential and i to the Being of a true 
Church, ſays Mr. O. P. D. p. 22. 


THE Parſon on this Suppoſition affirms, that there may "hh 


a Schiſm from the Catholick Church, among a Party that 


and Donatiſts. 


agrees with her in all Eſſentials, and inſtances in the Novetiene 


BUT. to them 1 anſwer, Thar if they had all that was eſ- 
ſential and neceſſary to the Being of a true Church, as the 


tical, if not attended with a Breach of Charity. 


Anſwerer affirms, then their Separation could nor be Schilma- 


2. NEITHER are we Schiſmaticks from the Engliſh Ch 


zbid, 


becauſe what we forſake in her, is not of her Eſſence, lays Mr. O. 


THIS Reaſon of Mr. O's the Parſon paſſes by, and only. 
cites Mr. Chillingworth's Reaſon, as quoted by Mr. O. viz. Be- 
cauſe a Man may leave ſome Opinions and Practice of a Ch--h, and 


yet be a true Member. The Parſon grants ; bur ſays, Ir does 
not follow hence, they who re 
munion of a Church can be ſti 


her Members. 


nce the Authority and Com- 


BUT I think, from Mr. Chillingworth's Poſition, it will fol- 
low, that a Man may renounce the Authority and Communi- 


Opinion 
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on of a Ch--b, in diſpurable Things, and yer be a true Mem- 
ber of her; for, if a Man di ſpures the Lawfulneſs of ſome 
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Rs impoſes that Opinion or Practice; ſo that if he ma 
leave ſuch an Opinion or Practice, and ſtill continue a Mem- * 
der, as the Parſon on allows, then he may diſown the Authoriry © |} 
© * rhar enjoyns chat Opinion or Practice, and ſtill continue a 
Member of that Ch---h ; for it's unconeeiveable how a Perſon 
enn diſpute the Lawffineſs of a Command, without denying, at - 
' leaſt in that reſpect, the Authority that commands: If it be a Þf 
Thing not! { for any Ch---h ro enjoyn, no particular Ch- 
has Authority to command ir. ea * 
AN as a Perſon may renounce the Authority of a Ch---h, 
in ſome diſputable Points, and yet continue a Member of that 
Ch -h; fo he may renounce Communion with her in thoſe 
Particulars, and yet be of her Communion as far as ſhe is a 
THAT we are true Churches by the Canon, is fully pro- 

ved in the Vindication, where the Parſon's weak Objection — 
(it being the ſame with the Curate's) is fully expoſed. BAY i 
. O. aſſerts, that the Diſſenters are true Churches by the , 
(IX Article of Religion, P. D. p. 2. ä 
"THE Parſon fays, oy not true Churches by the Arti- 
cle, becauſe the Sacraments We not duly adminiſtred among them, it 

being ts Opinion of the Church, that none can adminiſter the Sacra- 

ments, but ſuch as are lawfully ſent, and that thoſe only ordain'd 
by Biſhops, and not thoſe ordained by meer Prieſts, are lawfully ſent; 


** 
— 


— > A Se > 
— n — 


ao 
"4 


- 


—— — 
1 as I 
ER —wW eo ²˙· wm 


— n — 
e T As 57 


dk 


7 


* 
— — 
47 * 


p. 27 28. Anſw. | Rh | 
* "THIS Anſwer at firſt View ſuggeſts to me the Reaſon why | 
the Parſon conceals his Name, for he here diſcovers himſelf, }# 
1. To be a grand Schiſmatick, in unchurching all the Foreign 
reform'd Churches. 2. To be an unworthy Son of the Ch---h 
of E---d, in ſpreading falſe Reports of her 85 5 
1. BY ſaying, That thoſe who are ordain'd by meer Prieſts 
are not lawfully ſent, and can t duly. adminiſter the Sacraments, 
he unchurches all the Foreign reform d Churches, whoſe Mi- 
5 1 are ordain d by meer Presbyters, or Prieſts, as he calls 
them. UN PFs.» 
IHE Calvini/?s have not ſo much as the Name of Biſhop 
among them; the Lutherans habe not the Office as ſuperior” © 
to Presbyrer, tho they hold the Name; bur agree with the 
Diſſenters in the Identity and Equality of Biſhop and Presbyter, 
by Divine Inſtitution. Vid. Harm. Confeſſ. | ARTS 
NOW what can more betray an uncharitable and ſchiſma- 
tical Diſpoſition, chan for the Sake of one Branch of the Refor- __ 
Oy | mation 
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Canons of the Church, is, that ſne allows none bur Dioceſan 
Biſnops to ordain in her Communion; but it does not follower 
thence, that ſhe condemns other Churches, whoſe Minifters 


(3 


mation to unchurch, nay unchriſtianize the whole Body of.ins 
Well might the Parſon conceal his Name, for fear of being 


2. 1 preſume to call him an unworthy So i of the Check; 7 


diſtinguiſh'd as he gves along, with a There goes the C 
that damns the greateſt Part of the Reformation. 


for injuriouſly repreſenting her, as difallowitig all who are or- 
dain'd by meer Prieſts te bè lawfully ſen tn. 
ALL that can be concluded from the Articles, andthe 


are ordain d only by Presbyters, as if they had no true Mini- 
ſters. Her Canons are a Rule only to her own Members, and 


no others, and therefore her preferring Epiſcopal Ordination; 
as beſt in her own Communion, does not prove, as the Parfors - 


would have it, that in her Opinion rhe ſame kind of Ordina- 
tion is neceſſary to a true Miniſtry in other Churches. |. 
MM Reaſon for arguing thus, is, becauſe rhe Ch---h does 
not, as I know, any where. affirm the Divine Right of Dio- 
ceſan Biſhops, as ſuperior ro Presbyters; and if we may judge 


of the Ch---h by her former Practice, ſhe is far from thinking 


resbyrerial Ordination unlawful or invalid in it ſelf. Time 
was, when Miniſters, ordain'd by meer Presbyters, were al- 


low'd to officiate in rhe Engl;/þ Ch---h : Thus, in King Ed. 


ward VIs Time, Peter Martyr, Martin Bucer, and P. Tagins, &c. 
by virtue of their Presbyterial Ordination, were prefer'd in 
the Church of England: In Queen Elizabeth's Reign, Ordina- 
tion by Presbyters was publickly own'd, as appears by the 
Statute of Reformation, 13 Eliz. cap. 12. Purſuant to this, ſe- 
veral Presbyterian Miniſters had Preferment in the Ch -h, in 


her Time, without Reordination: Thus Mr. William Whit- 


tingham, Mr. Traverſe, & c. tho ordain'd by Presbyters, were 


employ'd and prefer d in the Ch---h of E---d without Reors 


dination. So, in King Fames Iſt's Time, rhe like Allowance 


was made, particularly in the Caſe of the three Scottiſh Bi- 


ſhops, conſecrated at London in 1609. who, before they were 


conſecrated — had no other than Presbyterian Ordinaz 


tion. Thus you fee the Judgment of rhe gaod old Church of 
land is not ſo rigid, as the Patſon would repreſent it; for 


certainly ſhe would not have diſpens'd® with her own Rules; 


if ——— the Miſſion of thoſe ordain d by meer Presbyters 
IHUs it appears, that the Church does not determine our 


Miniſters to be unlawfully ſent, _ that none bur ſuch as are 


ordain'd 
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uncommanded. 


3 


(34) 
erdain'd by Biſhops ſhould, in ordinary, be admitted as law- 
fully ſent ro officiate in her; ſo. that the Lawfulneſs ſhe ſpeaks 
8 reſpect ro the Caſe a be fore Us, regards only her own 
pecu LIVE. COR of 9 2.7 ons a 
AAS to the Validity of Presbyterial Ordination, it's not neceſ- 
ſary I ſhould prove it here, Mr. Owen having unanſwerably e- 


vinc d it in his Book of Ordination; T'll only add, there are In- 
ſtances of Ordination by Presbyters in the New-Teſtamenr, viz. 
AA, 13. 1, 2, 3. 1 T9. 4. 14. ; but nothing at all ro counte- 
nance ſo much as the Being of a Dioceſan Biſhop. 


Mr. O. queſtions. Whether the Ch--h has Power firſt to make 
a Sid and then to make it damnable, P. D. p. 23. The Par- 
ſon anſwers, that the Law of God makes Diſobedience to 


| Ch--h Governours a Sin, and quotes Heb. 13. 17. 1 grant what 
che Apoſtle ſays there is true, and when the Parſon proves his 


Ch -h Governours to be of Divine Inſtitution, we'll pay em all 
lawful Obediencgcge. | 


As to what the Anſwerer ſays, of the civil Government, he 


pays it but a poor Compliment, by making its Power no more 
extenſive than that of the Ch--h; as if the ſame Objectioa lay 
againſt rhe State's requiring indifferent Things, as againſt the 
Ch--ti's doing ſo. But I muſt tell this Gentleman, chat the Diſ- 
ſenters think legiſlative and executive Power to be lodged in 


the State, but only the latter in the Ch--h, (all Things neceſ- 
ſary to Ch--h Communion being already determined in the 


Ne w- Teſtament) for her Province 1s only to teach and preach 
what is already commanded ; ſo that there is a great deal of 
Difference between the Ch--h and the State's requiring Things 
Oa THS and Subſcriptions we allow are only impoſed on 
Miniſters, but Lay-Men are obliged in Practiſe ro conſent to 


what the Clergy ſubſcribe ; and both Clergy and Lay-Men are 


liable ro Exoommunicarion, if they ſhould ſay the“ Ch-eh's 


Form of Worthip or Doctrine Fere diſagreable ro the Word 


of God. i: © by 2:6 os, , i 
HOWEVER the Parſon ſeems to grant, that Diſſenting Mi- 
niſters are driven out by unjuſtifiable Oaths, Subſcriptions, De- 


clarations, and Statutes, ſince he does not offer any Thing in 


Behalf of rhe Reaſonableneſs of em: Therefore it's no Won- 


der he does not take Notice of what Mr. O. ſays ſoon after, 

wiz, All are agreed that the Im poſers of unjuſtifiable Things inutbe 
"Worſhip of God, are not only Schiſmaticks themſelves, but the Cauſe 
of all Diſſent from ſuch Terms ; which Diſſent, if it be any Way 


culpable, they are only chargeable with the Guilt of. | 
288 AND 


* 


| 


(35) 


AND indeed it's highly agreeable to the Apoſtles Rule, that 
Auch who cauſe Diviſions ſhould be marked and avoided. * *-, 


FROM the Whole, Mr. O. draws four Conſeguences, 
1. THAT if the Engliſp Presbyterians be gullty of Sch 


all thoſe Clergy and Lay-Men that differ from the eſtabliſn d 
Rules of the Church, . p. . rag 

IO theſe the Parſon anſwers, firſt, By granting, the Scots E- 
piſcopals are Schiſmaticks if they ſeparate ſrom the Kirk, be- 


cauſe they won't take the Oaths or pray for a Reyolurion-Go- 


vernment; yet in the ſame Breath ſays, They might and ought to 


continue in the Kirk tha; they could do neither, p. 28. 


IT's evident by an Act of Parliament made in the Year 1695, 


to which Mr. O. refers, the Scots Epiſcopals might not (if they 
would) continue in the Kirk unleſs they took the Oaths to a 
Revolution Government; and how the Parſon will make it 


out that they ought to continue in the Kirk tho they could not take 


the Oaths to, or pray for a Revolution Government, I know not; 
neither can I apprehend whar he means by it, unleſs, with rhe | 


modern Nonjurors he intend, that no Man ſhall be deprived 
tho' he will not rake the Oaths to the Revolution- Government 
or pray for ir; which Senſe if he ſtick to, he may as well in 
plainer Terms declare himſelf ro be a Member of Traytor Paul's 
Catholick, Nonjuring Ch--h of E--d; for if Clergymen ought to 
continue in a Ch--h ſupported by a Revolution-Government, 


tho' they'll nor take the Oaths to that Government, or pray for 


it, then the Conſequence muſt be, that all the Eccleſiaſtical De- 
privations under King William, &c. were unlawful: If rhis 


Gentleman that talks At this Rate has taken the Oaths, as (Paul 


did) and yer continues in the ſame Sentiments, I leave it to 
his own Conſcience, to find a Name bad enough for him. 


IT does not appear that the Scots Epiſcopals urge the Invali- 


dity of the Kirk Miniſtry as a Reaſon: for their Diſſent, the 


Terms of their Continuance in the Ch--h being only civil, as 


„ 


Mr. O. has fully proved, and the Parſon only contradicts with 


a, Ir may be orerwiſe. e eG it rs ey 
BI he adds, that the Eng/ifh Diſſenters have not ſo much 
do urge (as the Scots Epiſcopals have) in their own Vindicati- 


on, fince they allow a true Miniſtry in the-Ch---h of E---d. 


TRUE, we do allow Presbyters of the Ch---h of E---d to | 


be true Miniſters, iz. that all neceſſary Church- Power be- 


longs to their Office; however, we know at the ſame Time» 
15 ES dart 


im 

for meerly ſeparating from an eſtabliſh'd- Ch- -h, ſo 9. the 
Scots Epiſcopals. 2. So are the Engliſn Nonjurors. 3. are 
the Foreign tolerated Churches in this Kingdom. 4. So are 
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„ et they are canonically reſtrain d from exerciſing a great po 
of. ir, even by thoſe who are nog divinely Superior to em 

nd it's on that account we look upon our own Miniſters as pre. 
rable to em, becauſe they enjoy the full and unreſtrain d Ex- 
reiße of their Commiſion as Presbyters. 
© "BESIDES, che Peqple have an inherent Power to chuſe heir . 
Miniſters, and the Pariſh Prieſts are impoſed on the Peo 
whether they will or no; ſo that we cannot ſincerely joyn wich 
every Pariſh Prieſt, unleſs we acknowledg'd implicitly, ar leaft, 
rhe” Power that impos'd them, and comply with ſeveral Things, 
in the Worſnip, which are to us great matter of Scruple. 

2. THE Parſon fairly gives up all Nonjurors for Schiſma- 
ticks, who ſer. up ſeparate Congregations ; yer, he ſays, bur 


| few do ſo, tho no leſs then Seventeen ſpch Schi LE Con: 
0 


venticles are now of late diſcover'd at London. 
3. AS to the Dutch and Fench Churches in London, it's plain 
they like their own Diſcipline and Way of Worſhip better 


that that of rhe Ch---h of E---d, elſe they wou'd all uſe the - | 


Liturgy of the Ch---h, tranſlated into their Language, as the 


Favoy Church does; their not doing ſo, is a certain Sign. they 


think Coammunion with the Ch---h in ſome degree unlawful; 
but they are tolerated to worſhip God in their own Way, anc 
rherefore are no Schiſmaticks, and for the ſame Reaſon Eng: 
. Proteſtant Diſſenters are not ſo. 

THE Parſon owns mary. of the Clergy and Lairy | in the 
Ch don't comply with many of her Rules and Orders; but 
ſays, Our Schiſm conſiſts in rejetting the Authority of Ch--b Gover- 
nours, and in ſetting up diſtinti Congregations, and Teachers in Pp: 


poſition to our lawful Miniſters. 


IN order to make good-this Charge, he muſt prove, I. The 


Authority of his /Governours; for we Aon reject what we 
believe to be lawful Authority. 2. He muſt prove r 


ſters to be our lawful Miniſters, which we deny, becauſe there 


is no paſtoral Relation between us, which oughr to be found- 


ed on mutual Conſent. 3. He mult likewife prove, that what 
we do is in oppoſition to the Ch -h, which will be hard to dg, 


ſince we carry on no other Deſign, thah-che ſame common In- 
rereſt of reformed Chriſtianity with her; ſo that we do 1 it not 


in oppoſition to, but in concurrence with her. 


AS to the Parſon's Simile, I anſwer, That every Refuſal of 
Subjection to any juſt Law, is a degree of Rebellion, or — 4 
ing of lawful : z and he that takes up Arms, is guilry 
ot the ſame Crime, only in a higher degree; but t Bro 
of a Law 1s not a Gent of Obligation to it. = 


< yy 


| 80 that notwithſtanding the Anſweret's bright Steer > 
it's certain, the Clergy 20 Laity in the Ch · h, many of them 
expreſiy refuſe Subjection to ſeveral Orders of the Ch. -h. 

which is a denyal of any Obligation to thoſe Orders, and con- 
ſequently a flighring of the Authority that * them 5 and 
pray what do the Diſſenters do more? . 
THE Parſon himſelf tells us, p. 30. That the 


of thoſe Orders are ceaſed, and — 4 bt igetion mrs of A X 7 
wou d 


Sec. But it ſeems the Ch-+h does not 
not be continued among her poſitive Orders; and as to the 


Obligation being worn off by diſuſe and connivance of Superiors, 
the Diſſenters may plead it with much berter Reaſon than any 


of the Ch---h, fince they are tolerared in their difuſe of the 


Humane Injunctions of the Ch--h by Law; whereas the Diſuſe 
and Connivance, rhe Parſon ſpeaks of, is againſt 3 Sa? 

-THO',-after all, it's very plain to a vulgar Reader, chat 
Mr. 0. in this Chapter argues upon Suppoſition, (viz. Thar if 


the Piſſenters are Schiſmaricks Hor doing ſome Things, chen 


they who do the ſame Things are likewiſe guilry of Schiſm} 


yet this Author can't help blundering upon this Suppoſition, as 
if ir were deſign'd for a Reaſon of Nonconformity, when no- 


thing like it was meant. 


THE Parſon or Curate, whatever you'll eall him, finiſhes 


his Remarks on Plain Dealing with this forc'd Confeſſion, That 
there may be Schifm i in a Church without a Separation from it; io 
that if the Presbyrerians muſt be Schiſmaticks, this Gentleman 
directs em where they may come and find Compan 


HE adds, That Schiſm in 4 e when v__ are 10 


| Diſputes and Animoſiries amon 


Breach of Charity, p- 30. And is not this the 
_ own Church? And fince Charity begins ar 


this Gentleman attempt ro quench the Flame kindled in hig 


of i, jan d with a 
t Caſe of his 


own Houſe, before he attack d the Difſenrers ? Why beholdeſt 
_ thou the pretended More of Schiſm in the Diſſenters Eye, bur 
confidereft not the Beam of real Schiſm that is in the Eye of 
thy own Ch---h > Thou Hypocrite, firſt, caſt out the Schiſmas 


tical Beam out of thy own Eye, and then ſhalr thou ſee clearly 


to caſt our the More out of thy - apr get Eye, and, with —_ 
Authority, fer up for a Refogmer of others. 


"THE Anſwerer concludes with a brief Exhortation ro the 


Diſſenters, and, in imitation of him, 1 ſhall - conclude with a 


mort Remonſtrance to the Members of the — 
1 


, why did not 
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ans and Proteſtants, and agree with your Church in Reffgion, 
Dodtfine and Worſhip, and would gladly Conform, if we 
coud/do it lawfully, and with a ſafe Conſcience. Nothing 
but fear of offending GOD obliges 5 to ſeparate from you; 
ſo that if our Separation be:atrended with ill Conſequences, 
they are chargeable with em, who by impoſition of unſeriptu- 
ral Terms, cauſe em, and not we, who, after the utmoſt Scru- 
tiny, apprehend em to be unwarrantable, therefore we can't 
poſſibly diſpenſe with em, whereas the Impoſers of thoſe 
Terms believe em to be indifferent, and in themſelves not need- 
ful, and that the Divine Worſhip and Ordinances are perfect 
without em. TT 
.. LET the Reader judge between us, whether our Separation, 
being purely a Matter of Conſcience, deſerves ſo many hard 
Names, eſpecially if we conſider, that no Church has Authori- 
ty from GOD ro add any thing to his Word and Inſtitutions, 
or ro impoſe even indifferent Things upon ſcrupulous Con- 
ſciences. 1 E-» „ 7 
IF Men requir'd no more of us to be Members of the Mi- 
litanr Church, than GOD. requires of Men to be Members of 
the Triumphant Church, we ſhou'd ſoon and thankfully return 
to the Boſom of the Church, from whence we have been 
driven out by Subſcriptions, Oaths, Teſts, that we could not 
with a ſafe Conſcience comply witn . 
IIS, you know, gur Duty ro worſhip GOD in a Manner 
moſt agreeable go bis Will: Now, while we believe our Mode 
of Worſhip to be the moſt agreeable and acceptable, we are 
oblig d to uſe it, unleſs wWe will turn Atheiſts and not worſhip 
at all, or become Hypocrites, and not worſhip him in that 
Way we think beſt. T | 1 „ 
BUT you'll ſay, We are miſtaken; and ſo may you, who 
have no more Pretence to a Spirit of Infallibility than we have; 
but ſuppoſe we are miſtaken, yer while we act according to 
our preſent Apprehenſion, we act as honeſt Men; and we 
ought nor to be reproach d, becauſe no Man can help believing 
-what:hachinks:to:b8 une. N 
I beſeech you to inquire impartially into the Reaſons of our 
Nonconformity, or don't believe every Thing that's charg'd 
upon us by our avowed Enemies, many of whom dread our 
coming into the Church, and yet revile us for abſenting from 
it. But examine Things impartially and ſee, if according to 


the Law of God, it be not our Duty to worſhip him in ſepa- 
rate 


on 


— 


r 


— 


while they are Strangers to rigorous Impoſitions. | 


m 0 N = "*"INY fs _ =Y 
4 Wr q I _ > hs 5 2 1 « 2 5 7 Y — 1 C == x 
, . r 7 * ETC -< * N 2. ä r — * " L RI OC <1 
ET STS 7? NY TRY ai 7 Pore, RY eee a o N 
2 7 r ; Pq e 

\ . 
% * * 7 Th p * 


e 4 % T4 2 7" 8 Lo AS" wa ” « 
: c TH 9 * 
. * * 
, 2 
0 $ Ts wt 
4 ; % 3 5 
. 7 i 
J o by + * = 
; „ we 
4 f 4 18 
— Ke 5 * 1 
, . 4 ** 
7 - 


rare Aſſemblies, ſince we can't in Conſcienee con 


. 
* 
1 * 
4 


* 


„ e of the Ch (Bbg... LR 


77 * 
We 
* GAY 
- 


Ya 


UR Worſhip is playp, like that of the 


The Matters we object againſt are many, and in our Appre- 
henſion, have been Engines of Diviſion, as well as 4 Hin- 


drance to true Devotion. They are by rhe Confeſſion of our 
Adverſaries, Things in their own Nature indifferent, i. ene. 
ther commanded nor forbidden by the Law of God. On the 


other hand, we judge em otherwiſe, and that our compliance 
with em would be ſinful; judge then whether there be nor 
Cauſe for our Separation, and whether it be Chriſtian in out 
Enemies to reproach us for what we can't poſſibly help? 
LOOK abroad, and ſee if the reformed Churches impoſe 


even indifferent Things with ſuch rigour on doubtful and ſeru- 


pulous Conſciences: Neither Calviniſts, no nor Lutherans, who 


are the greateſt Part of Foreign Proteſtants, oblige their Peo- 
ple to any Terms, which adminiſter ſuch matter of Doubts and 
Scruples to em; - which is the Reaſon there's no Separation 


from thoſe Churches, nor indeed is there any danger of it, 


PERHAPS you can't reconcile your ſelves to our Worſhip, 


but then you ought in Charity to believe that we are ſatisfy d 


in our own Conſciences, not only of its Lawfulneſs, but Pre- 
ferableneſs ro all others: Suppoſe ſome Things among us may 
not be ſo agreeable to you, ſince no Church upon Earth is per- 


fect, yer while we do not impoſe the Belief and Practice of 
em upon you, and while our Religion is the very ſame with 


ours, you oughr not wholly ro refuſe Communion” with us, 
becauſe it's the Duty of all Chriſtians to own Communion 


with all the true Members of the Body of Chriſt, at leaſt oc- 


caſionally, where they may enjoy it without fin, 1 Cor, 12, 13, 
to 27. Eph. 4. 1, 2, 3, 4, 3, 6. read Rom, 14. and Rom. 17. 

1 ſhall add that wherein we diſagree with your Church, we 
generally agree with the reformed Churches, which Churches 
are troubl'd, and greatly reſent it, that their Miniſters can't 


be prefer d in England without Reordination, when popiſh 
Prieſts may. See Hickman againſt Durel, Pierce againſt Wells and 
Ni bols. : V e | 


UR Lord has ſo great a Regard to the Communion of 
his Church, that he counts em as Schiſmaricks who impoſe a a 


' ceremonious Yoke on the Neck of his Diſciples, which nei- 


ther they nor their Forefathers could bear. 
IE 


Chriſtians, and not inter mixt or clog d with Fumane Additlongs. — 
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